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ARB received a total of 24 comment letters from 22 different commenters on the NOP/IS
for the architectural coatings SCM during the 30-day comment period.  Additionally, ARB
received one comment letter on the NOP/IS outside the 30-day comment period.  Furthermore,
ARB received some CEQA-related comments during the June 3, July 1, and September 8, 1999,
public workshops.

Many of the comments submitted by the various commenters were not specifically
CEQA-related; rather the comments were directed to the scope and structure of the SCM.
However, the comment letters and responses to the comments contained in the 24 total comment
letters as well as responses to CEQA-related public workshop comments are contained herein.
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COMMENT LETTER #1
Kessler & Associates, Inc.

July 12, 1999

1-1. Comment:  Reducing VOCs from paints under certain circumstances could actually
contribute to ozone nonattainment because of the concept of negative reactivity.
 
 Response:  ARB staff disagrees with the commenter’s implication that ARB’s mass VOC
emission control strategy may be counterproductive to ozone reduction.  As discussed in
detail in the More Reactivity section of Chapter IV in the Draft Program EIR, the ARB
staff disagrees with the conclusion that VOC control contributes to ozone nonattainment.
Industry’s statement that VOC control causes more ozone has not been substantiated
under real world atmospheric conditions.  Moreover, the atmospheric conditions
(characterized by very high VOC-to-NOx ratios) that must exist in order for VOC control
to exhibit an enhancing effect on ozone formation are not likely to occur in urban centers.
 

1-2. Comment:  The SCM should be postponed until ozone chamber studies are conducted.
Congress mandated that this chamber be utilized to determine if and when the reduction
of VOCs in paint is warranted.

Response:  The commenter is referred to the discussion of this issue in the More
Reactivity section in Chapter IV of the Draft Program EIR.  Also, see Chapter V, Section
B of the Draft Program EIR.  The objectives of the next-generation chamber are to
evaluate gas-phase and gas-to-particle atmospheric reaction mechanisms for determining
secondary aerosol yields, and to measure VOC reaction products and radical and NOX

indicator species under more realistic environmental conditions (specifically, lower NOX

environments) (Congressional Record, 1998.)  The new chamber may also improve the
reactivity assessments of larger VOC species (C10-C12) that, using current methodologies,
tend to stick to chamber walls before they can participate in gas-phase reactions.  Dr.
William Carter, the lead researcher on the project, has stated that conclusive and
complete experimental results from the next-generation chamber will not be available for
several years.

Given the timeframes for the additional reductions from architectural coatings,
development of the SCM cannot be delayed until improved reactivity data are available
(Federal Register, 1997).  As explained in the More Reactivity section of Chapter IV, the
evidence demonstrates that mass-based controls are effective in reducing ozone, so there
is no reason to wait for additional reactivity data to be generated.

1-3. Comment:  A statewide SCM approach may be counter-productive for several reasons:
(1) differences in reactivity among different areas; (2) differences in air quality problems
among areas; (3) differences in uses/needs/exposure for architectural coatings;
(4) different meteorological conditions; and (5) the necessity to have “stringent and
extreme cost-ineffective rules.”
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Response:  The ARB staff disagrees with the commenter’s assertion that the SCM could
be counter-productive on a statewide basis.

Regarding reactivity, the commenter is referred to the More Reactivity section in Chapter
IV of the Draft Program EIR.

The commenter’s four remaining assertions can be collapsed into one general comment
that the Program EIR must evaluate the SCM’s effects in each air district.  The Program
EIR does, to the maximum extent feasible, analyze the SCM’s effects in each air district.
For example, in the air quality existing setting section of Chapter III, the Draft Program
EIR discusses the current air quality status and different meteorological conditions of the
various air basins and regions of the State.

The general cost-effectiveness of the SCM will be addressed in the ARB staff’s economic
analysis, which will be completed and made publicly available before the Board
considers the adoption of the SCM in May 2000.  However, it will be up to each air
district to decide if the SCM is needed within their jurisdiction.  Districts are well-
equipped to make this decision, because the districts have undertaken extensive air
quality planning to meet their responsibilities under the federal and California Clean Air
Acts.  It will also be up to each district to decide if the environmental analysis in the
Program EIR (as well as the ARB staff’s economic analysis) is adequate for use in the
district’s rulemaking, or if any additional analysis may be necessary to address any
factors that are specific to the individual district.

The ARB intends that each district may rely on the Program EIR by incorporating it by
reference in whatever CEQA documents a district chooses to prepare for its own
architectural coatings rule.  For example, a district could use the ARB’s SCM Program
EIR to provide the basis for an initial study for determining whether the district’s version
of the SCM may have any significant effects.  The district might then decide to prepare a
negative declaration (if the district believes that the Program EIR appropriately analyzes
the environmental impacts of adopting the SCM in that district) or a focused EIR (if, for
example, the district believes that additional analysis may be necessary beyond the
analysis contained in the Program EIR, in order to address factors that are specific to the
individual district and may not have been fully considered in the Program EIR).
Therefore, it will be up to each air district to decide on the best way to comply with
CEQA for their particular circumstances.  The ARB’s SCM Program EIR will simply be
available for whatever use the district feels is appropriate.

1-4. Comment:  The SCM targets VOC content rather than regulating VOC emissions.  VOCs
do not contribute equally to ozone formation.  Test Method 24 should be modified to be
more accurate.

Response:  The commenter is referred to the discussion on LVP-VOC in Chapter V of the
Draft Program EIR.  The More Reactivity section in Chapter IV of the draft Program EIR
also contains a discussion of atmospheric chemistry.  The ARB staff maintains that VOC
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content is a good indicator of emissions, since VOCs in architectural coatings are
intended to evaporate as the paint dries and forms a film.

With regard to the comment that all VOCs may not contribute equally to ozone formation
(i.e., have different reactivities), the commenter is referred to the response to comment
#1-1 and the More Reactivity section in Chapter IV.

Regarding the commenter’s assertion that Method 24 must be modified to more
accurately measure VOC emissions from paints, the commenter is referred to the LVP-
VOC section in Chapter V of the draft Program EIR.  ARB staff believes that Method 24
is a viable test method for measuring the VOC emissions associated with the VOC
content limits advocated in the proposed SCM.

1-5. Comment:  Because of the environmental, ecological, and meteorological variations
throughout the state, the districts will be unable to rely on the Program EIR as their
CEQA document without substantial modifications.

Response:  ARB staff disagrees with this comment for several reasons.  First, to the
maximum extent feasible, the Program EIR does analyze the various environmental,
ecological, and meteorological conditions throughout the state.  The commenter is
referred to the response to comment #1-3.

Second, many of the impact areas (odors, water resources, transportation/circulation,
public services, solid waste/hazardous waste, hazards) analyzed will result in the same or
similar potential impacts in each air district.  In other words, these potential impacts are
the same whether they occur in San Diego or Sacramento.

Third, if an air district believes that additional analysis is required for a specific
environmental impact area, the air district may decide to tier off the SCM Program EIR
and undertake a focused EIR for that specific environmental impact area.  Under this
approach, the air district’s resources could be effectively and efficiently devoted to
analyzing this particular impact area, which takes substantially less time than preparing a
full, comprehensive EIR.  Thus, the Program EIR provides a useful and timesaving tool
for aiding air districts in analyzing the environmental impacts associated with the
proposed SCM.

1-6. Comment:  On page 1-1 to 1-2, the NOP/IS contains the following text,
 

 “[T]he CEQA Guidelines (see title 14, CCR, §15168) allow a lead agency to
prepare a Program EIR for a series of actions that can be characterized as one
large project and are related either:  (1) geographically, (2) as logical parts in a
chain of contemplated actions, or (3) in connection with the issuance of rules,
regulations, plans, or other general criteria to govern the conduct of a continuing
program.”
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 Response:  The commenter argues that the SCM does not represent one large statewide
project but rather a series of smaller projects.  The commenter basis its argument on three
premises:  (1) the NOP states that individual air districts will have to decide the
environmental impact of the rule; (2) the SCM may or may not be adopted by individual
air districts; and (3) the rule that each air district adopts may differ significantly from the
SCM.
 
 The ARB staff disagrees with the commenter’s characterization that the SCM amounts to
a series of small projects.  The project is the use of a model rule to obtain needed VOC
emission reductions that will help individual air districts meet SIP requirements and
consequently provide California as a whole with cleaner, healthier air.  Viewed in this
context, the proposed SCM is one large interrelated project.
 
 The commenter also misconstrues the purpose of the Program EIR.  As mentioned in the
NOP/IS and further expanded upon in Chapter I of the Draft Program EIR, the SCM is
designed as a model rule to be adopted by local districts throughout the state of
California.  For projects such as the ARB’s architectural coatings SCM, which is
specifically designed to be subsequently adopted by the districts as a local district rule, an
environmental analysis in the form of a Program EIR provides the CEQA framework that
can be relied upon by the districts when adopting ARB’s SCM.  With this particular
SCM, it is important that the districts be provided with an environmental analysis format
that will be consistent with, and more easily incorporated into, their own CEQA
compliance process.  Using a Program EIR format will accomplish this goal.  Therefore,
the fact that some air districts might choose to undertake a focused EIR to analyze a
specific environmental topic does not undermine the use of the Program EIR or the view
that the SCM is one large project.
 
 Furthermore, the fact that an air district has the discretion to adopt the SCM verbatim,
adopt a slightly different version of the SCM, or not adopt the SCM at all does not equate
to the commenter’s implication that the use of a Program EIR is not appropriate.  Since
the Program EIR takes a worst-case approach in analyzing the impacts associated with
the implementation of the SCM on an individual air district basis as well as a statewide
basis, as long as the air district’s proposed rule is within the scope of the SCM project,
the Program EIR can be used as the basis for the air district’s CEQA analysis.  Thus, an
air district’s tiering off the ARB’s architectural coatings SCM Program EIR to conduct a
focused EIR is consistent with CEQA.
 
 It is the position of the California Air Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA)
that all California districts should strive to adopt their architectural coatings rule within
12 to 18 months of approval of the SCM by ARB.  CAPCOA also recommends that the
EIR developed by ARB should be completed and available for the districts to use
(CAPCOA, Statement of Principles and Positions on Architectural Coatings Regulations,
October 28, 1999).
 

1-7. Comment:  This comment is a continuation of the commenter’s mischaracterization of the
quoted text shown in response to comment #1-6.  The commenter argues that the SCM is
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not part of a chain of actions (adopting the SCM is at the discretion of each air district)
nor is it a continuing program (ARB does not have direct authority to regulate VOCs
from architectural coatings).

 
 Response:  The ARB disagrees with the commenter’s assertion that the project (the SCM
as a model rule used to achieve VOC reductions) is not geographically related since it
does not take into account the reactivity needs of each air district.  As explained in the
More Reactivity section of Chapter IV of the Draft Program EIR, the ARB has
determined that a mass-based approach to the SCM is an appropriate way to reduce
ozone, and that this approach will work throughout California despite any differences in
reactivity that may exist in different air basins. The commenter is referred to the response
to comment #1-1 for further elaboration on this issue.
 
 Furthermore, the air districts are geographically related.  The air districts are in close
proximity to one another, within air basins that are situated next to one another, and there
is a consequential statewide air quality benefit of VOC reductions obtained in the
individual air districts as a result of implementing the SCM in some form.
 
 The SCM is intended to serve as a model rule that will improve the clarity and
enforceability of existing district architectural coatings rules, and provide a basis for
uniformity among architectural coatings rules in California.  The SCM is designed to be
considered by air districts in California when adopting or amending architectural coatings
rules.  The very nature of the SCM allows individual air districts to use their discretion in
adopting the SCM in whole or in part.  Thus, an air district when adopting the SCM in
whole or in part is undertaking an action consistent with the SCM.
 
 Although, under California law, the air districts have the primary legal authority for
adopting control measures for architectural coatings (see Health and Safety Code,
§§39002, 40000, and 40001), this does not undermine the fact that the SCM is part of an
ongoing program.  The ARB has had an SCM for architectural coatings in place since
1977, which was amended and updated in 1981, 1984, and 1989.  The proposed SCM
will revise and update the 1989 SCM to reflect developments in coatings technology that
have occurred since 1989.  Therefore, this SCM is part of a continuing program, which is
intended to serve as a model rule that will improve the clarity and enforceability of
existing district architectural coatings rules, provide a basis for uniformity among
architectural coatings rules in California, and achieve significant VOC emission
reductions statewide.
 
 The ARB disagrees with the commenter’s blanket assertion that a Program EIR is not the
appropriate CEQA document for the proposed SCM.  The CEQA Guidelines, in reference
to §15168, indicates that “[t]he program EIR can be used effectively with a decision to
carry out a … governmental program or to adopt a … body of regulations in a regulatory
program.  The program EIR enables the agency to examine the overall effects of the
proposed course of action and to take steps to avoid unnecessary adverse environmental
effects.”  The ARB’s Draft Program EIR for the architectural coatings SCM is consistent
with the spirit of the Program EIR section in the CEQA Guidelines.
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1-8. Comment:  The desire to maintain uniformity in district architectural coatings rules will

overlook the specific reactivity needs of the different airsheds.

Response:  This comment is addressed in the response to the previous comment.  The
commenter is also referred to the response to comment #1-1 for further elaboration on
this issue, to the More Reactivity section in Chapter IV, and the discussion of the
reactivity-based alternative in Chapter V of the Draft Program EIR.

1-9. Comment:  The proposed alternatives listed in the NOP/IS should be included and
considered in the Program EIR.

Response:  In the Draft Program EIR, ARB staff has reviewed the feasibility of each
suggested alternative.  One of the alternatives, product line averaging, was considered but
has not been incorporated into the SCM.  The basis for not including an averaging
provision in the SCM at this time is described in Chapter V of the Draft Program EIR.
For a detailed discussion of the feasibility of the remaining alternatives listed in the
NOP/IS, the commenter is referred to Chapter V of the Draft Program EIR

1-10. Comment:  The project alternatives outlined in the NOP/IS, specifically the averaging
provision, are necessary for industry to meet the proposed SCM content limits because
they provide paint manufacturers with the flexibility to produce high-quality coatings that
maintain desired performance characteristics.

Response:  At the time the commenter made this comment, the SCM contained both
interim and final VOC content limits.  Since that time, the SCM has been revised such
that it now only contains the interim limits.  Based on the ARB’s 1998 Architectural
Coatings Survey as well as its review of hundreds of compliant product data sheets, a
large percentage of low-VOC compliant coatings are now commercially available to meet
the proposed interim VOC content limits.  Accordingly, the ARB staff believes that an
averaging provision is not necessary for coatings formulators to meet the interim VOC
content limits.  Nonetheless, the ARB staff is considering including an averaging
provision in the final SCM.  The commenter is also referred to the response to comment
#1-9.

1-11. Comment:  The ARB should include a technology assessment provision whereby air
districts adopting rules based on the SCM would be required to conduct technology
assessments prior to the VOC content limits going into effect.

 
 Response:  Based on the ARB’s 1998 Architectural Coatings Survey as well as its review
of hundreds of compliant product data sheets, a large percentage of low-VOC compliant
coatings are now commercially available to meet the proposed interim VOC content
limits. The commenter is referred to the response to comment #1-10.
 
 Even though the ARB staff believes that compliant coatings are available to meet the
SCM limits, we are committed to working with the SCAQMD, other interested districts,
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and the architectural coatings industry as they conduct technology assessments of the
future VOC limits for the following coatings categories in the SCAQMD’s Rule 1113:
flats; floor coatings; IM coatings; nonflats; primers, sealers, and undercoaters; quick-dry
enamels; quick-dry primers, sealers, and undercoaters; rust preventative coatings; stains;
and waterproofing sealers for wood.  These technology assessments will be completed
one year prior to the implementation dates for the revised standards.  Since the ARB staff
will be conducting the assessments, we do not believe that it is necessary to include a
technology assessment provision in the SCM, which is designed for adoption as a district
rule.  After each technology assessment, the ARB staff will report the results to the staff
of each district, and district staff can then report to their District Governing Boards as to
the appropriateness of maintaining the applicable future VOC limits.
 

1-12. Comment:  The Program EIR should evaluate the possibility that limiting solvent content
in coatings formulations may actually increase the formation of ground-level ozone.
Furthermore, a reactivity-based regulatory approach is consistent with the mandates of
the federal Clean Air Act (section 183(e)).

 Response:  The Draft Program EIR comprehensively evaluates the potential negative
ozone reactivity of coatings reformulations as well as a reactivity-based VOC regulatory
approach.  The commenter is referred to the More Reactivity section of Chapter IV and
the discussion of the reactivity-based alternative in Chapter V in the Draft Program EIR,
as well as responses to comments #1-1 and  #1-4.

 
1-13. Comment:  The commenter indicates that it has developed/obtained data that supports a

reactivity-based SCM.
 

 Response:  To date, the commenter has not shared this information with the ARB staff.
The commenter is referred to the More Reactivity section of Chapter IV and the
discussion of the reactivity-based alternative in Chapter V in the Draft Program EIR as
well as responses to comments #1-1 and  #1-4.

 
1-14. Comment:  The ARB should not take a statewide regulatory approach, but rather tailor

the SCM to optimize environmental benefits and costs associated with regional
differences.

 
 Response:  ARB staff assumes that the commenter is addressing the NOP/IS alternative,
Regional Deregulation.  As explained in Chapter V of the Draft Program EIR, the ARB
staff finds that this alternative is not feasible.  Briefly, the reasons for this determination
are:  (1) it would be extremely difficult, if not impossible, to determine the effectiveness
of such an alternative, and (2) such an approach would have severe enforcement
problems.

 
1-15. Comment:  Because the SCAQMD could not measure VOC reductions from a source as

small as the architectural coatings category in its UAM modeling, implementation of the
SCM may not result in a measurable reduction in ozone formation.
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Response:  The ARB staff disagrees with the commenter’s assertion that limiting the
VOC content of architectural coatings may not reduce ozone formation.  The commenter
is referred to the More Reactivity section of Chapter IV in the Draft Program EIR, as well
as responses to comments #1-1 and  #1-4.

The fact that the SCAQMD’s UAM may not have demonstrated measurable changes in
ozone formation from reducing the VOC content of architectural coatings does not mean
that the proposed SCM will not reduce VOCs that contribute to ozone formation.  The
UAM is a photochemical grid model that numerically simulates the effects of emissions,
advection, diffusion, chemistry, and surface removal processes on pollutant
concentrations within a three-dimensional grid.  Because the model is designed to
estimate ozone effects for a particular air basin, the sensitivity of the model is such that a
specific emissions category may not make a measurable change when varied in the
model.  Further, ambient air quality data over the last 20 years indicates that reductions in
VOC emissions along with reductions in NOx emissions contribute to lower ozone levels.
Thus, the ARB staff will continue to pursue a mass VOC-based regulatory approach, as
described in the proposed SCM, for obtaining needed VOC reductions from architectural
coatings.

1-16. Comment:  The air quality analysis contained in the Program EIR should also consider
the levels of ozone nonattainment in the 35 different California air districts.

 
 Response:  The ARB staff has considered the ozone attainment status of each of the 15
air basins containing California’s 35 air districts.  The commenter is referred to the Air
Quality sections of Chapters III and IV in the Draft Program EIR as well as the responses
to comments #1-3 through #1-6.

 
1-17. Comment:  The NOP/IS states that there is no possibility that there will be a significant

(negative) impact on air quality; this is inconsistent with the statements in the NOP/IS
that the “seven deadly sins” will be analyzed.

Response:  The ARB staff assumes that the commenter is referring to the impacts on air
quality section of the environmental checklist in which no impact was identified for a
“...cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project
region is nonattainment....”  A definitive statement would be premature until the
appropriate air quality analysis is completed, but focusing on the word “considerable,”
we believe that there will be no “considerable” impact on criteria pollutants.  In the
NOP/IS, air quality was identified as one of the six potential impact areas that would be
analyzed in the Draft Program EIR.  The NOP/IS further indicated that the ARB staff
would analyze the air quality issues raised by industry in the past (the “seven deadly sins”
and reactivity).  This comprehensive analysis is contained in Chapter IV of the Draft
Program EIR.  The analysis reveals that overall the proposed SCM will achieve
significant VOC emission reductions.
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If the commenter’s “negative impacts on air quality” statement is in reference to
reactivity, the commenter is referred to the More Reactivity section of Chapter IV in the
Draft Program EIR, as well as responses to comments #1-1 and #1-4.
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COMMENT LETTER #2
Sherwin Williams

July 21, 1999

2-1. Comment:  The commenter states that the Program EIR should be delayed until the
proposed SCM is finalized.
 
 Response:  The comment is noted.  Based on comments received to date from industry
and air districts, the ARB staff has modified the proposed SCM.  The modifications in the
proposed SCM reflect changes in the ARB staff’s focus and timetable regarding the date
of approval and the scope of the SCM.  To this end, the revised proposed SCM does not
include the final VOC content limits.  Only the January 1, 2003, limits (interim limits) are
included (except for IM coatings, which have a January 1, 2004, effective date).

The basic reason for addressing only the interim limits at this time is due to the need to focus
limited staff resources on the technical, environmental, and economic issues associated with
adoption of the interim limits.

 
2-2. Comment:  Specific variations on the proposed VOC content limits and final compliance

deadlines should be considered as one of the proposed alternatives in the Draft Program
EIR.
 
 Response:  The comment is noted.  The ARB staff has included alternatives that have
varying VOC content limits and/or varying compliance deadlines.  These alternatives are
comprehensively analyzed pursuant to CEQA in Chapter V of the Draft Program EIR.
 The Final Program EIR for the proposed SCM will be provided to ARB’s Board prior to
the public meeting for its consideration of the proposed SCM.  It is ultimately the Board’s
decision whether to adopt the proposed project or one of the feasible project alternatives.
This decision will be based upon the information contained in the Final Program EIR, the
staff report for the architectural coatings SCM (which will include the staff’s economic
impact analysis), and comments received from the public during the public meeting.

2-3. Comment:  The commenter supports the low vapor pressure, VOC content limits/final
compliance deadlines, and regional deregulation alternatives.

 Response:  The ARB staff reviewed these alternatives and concludes that the low vapor
pressure and regional deregulation alternatives are infeasible.  However, the VOC content
limits/final compliance deadlines alternative is considered a feasible alternative.  The
commenter is referred to Chapter V of the Draft Program EIR, as well as responses to
comments #1-9 and #2-2.

2-4. Comment:  The commenter notes that it has reservations concerning the inclusion of a
performance-based standard alternative, indicating that because of the different
manufacturers’ standards for different substrates this alternative would be unenforceable.
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 Response:  The ARB staff agrees with the commenter’s observations and has concluded
that this alternative is infeasible.  The commenter is referred to Chapter V of the Draft
Program EIR as well as the response to comment #1-9.
 

2-5. Comment:  The commenter notes that it has reservations concerning the inclusion of a
reactivity-based regulatory alternative because accurate reactivity data on architectural
coatings VOCs have not been developed.  The commenter indicates that it would be
impractical to suggest that a manufacturer create unique coatings formulations for
different air districts with different reactivity configurations (VOC:NOx ratios).

Response:  The ARB staff agrees that additional data are needed for a reactivity-based
alternative.  The commenter is referred to Chapter V of the Draft Program EIR, as well as
the response to comment #1-9.

2-6. Comment:  The commenter notes that it has reservations concerning the inclusion of a
product line averaging alternative, indicating that because of the inconsistent reporting
and recordkeeping requirements of air districts, the alternative is ultimately impractical.
 
 Response:  The ARB staff disagrees that the reporting and recordkeeping requirements
that could be adopted by the air districts make this alternative infeasible.  The ARB staff
believes that the proposed SCM will provide consistency throughout the state for those
air districts that undertake to adopt, or modify, an existing architectural coatings rule.
The inclusion of an averaging provision would provide consistency throughout the state.
Although an averaging provision is not necessary because many low-VOC compliant
coatings are currently available to meet the proposed SCM VOC content limits, the ARB
staff is considering including an averaging provision in the final SCM.  The commenter is
referred to Chapter V of the Draft Program EIR, as well as responses to comments #1-9
and #1-10.
 

2-7. Comment:  The commenter notes that it has reservations concerning the inclusion of a
seasonal regulation alternative, indicating that because of the
stocking/unstocking/restocking costs to retailers, distributors, and manufacturers, this
alternative is ultimately impractical.
 
 Response:  The ARB staff agrees with the commenter’s observations and has concluded
that the seasonal regulation alternative is infeasible.  The commenter is referred to
Chapter V of the Draft Program EIR, as well as the response to comment #1-9.
 

2-8. Comment:  If a performance-based standard, reactivity-based approach, product line
averaging, and seasonal regulation alternative are included in the SCM, the Program EIR
will need to consider the effects of each.

Response:  Since the ARB staff has found the performance-based standard, reactivity-
based approach, and seasonal regulation alternatives to be infeasible, under CEQA it is
not necessary to consider the environmental impacts of these alternatives.  The
commenter is referred to responses to comments #2-4 through #2-7.
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The product line averaging alternative may be included as part of the final SCM.  The
environmental impacts associated with this provision have been analyzed pursuant to
CEQA in Chapter V of the Draft Program EIR.

2-9. Comment:  The stain category should be broken down into three subcategories:  interior
semi-transparent, exterior semi-transparent, and interior and exterior opaque..  These
subcategories should be included in the Program EIR since it is likely that some or all of
them could be included in the final SCM to allow the maximum VOC reduction with the
minimum environmental harm and expense.
 
 Response:  Compliant interior and exterior coatings are currently available for
semi-transparent stains.  Opaque (semi-solid) stains are typically manufactured for
exterior use only.  However, compliant stains are available for both types of stains.
Different interior and exterior VOC limits for the same category substantially impact the
enforceability of a rule, especially in cases where the same formulation is recommended
for dual uses.  For example, 18 percent of the semi-transparent stains are recommended
for both interior and exterior, or dual, usage.  The commenter is referred to the summary
table (Table IV-2) of Chapter IV and Appendix E of the Draft Program EIR.
 

2-10. Comment:  The industrial maintenance (IM) category should be broken down into
subcategories.  These subcategories should be included in the Program EIR since it is
likely that some or all of them could be included in the final SCM to allow the maximum
VOC reduction with the minimum environmental harm and expense.
 
 Response:  Various commenters have suggested a number of subcategories for IM
coatings.  The proposed SCM does contain some subcategories from the IM category
such as high temperature coatings, antifouling coatings, temperature-indicator safety
coatings, antenna coatings, rust preventative coatings, and others, all with a higher VOC
limit proposed than for IM coatings.
 
 The ARB staff has found compliant coatings for each of the IM coating categories
suggested by the commenter, and has analyzed the lower-VOC technologies for a variety
of uses.  The low- and zero-VOC IM coatings are recommended for a variety of industrial
uses, including but not limited to refineries; bridges; pipelines; and chemical, food
processing, pulp and paper manufacturing, and wastewater treatment facilities.  The ARB
staff has also considered data submitted by other commenters.  The commenter is referred
to the summary table (Table IV-2) of Chapter IV and Appendix E of the Draft Program
EIR.
 
 However, the ARB staff is proposing to delay the effective date of the 250 g/l VOC limit
for IM coatings until January 1, 2004.  This additional time will allow industry and other
organizations to conduct their own technology assessments of zero- and low-VOC
coatings for various types of uses.

2-11. Comment:  The primer, sealer, and undercoater (PSU) category should be broken down
into subcategories.  These subcategories should be included in the Program EIR since it is
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likely that some or all of them could be included in the final SCM to allow the maximum
VOC reduction with the minimum environmental harm and expense.
 
 Response:  As indicated by product labels and product data sheets, many of the products
in the primer, sealer, undercoater category are intended for use on interior and exterior
surfaces.  The 1998 ARB survey indicates that 41 percent of the products reported in this
category are for interior use, 31 percent are for exterior use, and 28 percent can be used
on either interior or exterior surfaces.  For the sealer category, which was surveyed
separately, the survey indicates that 61 percent of the products are for interior use, 26
percent are for exterior use, and 14 percent can be used on either interior or exterior
surfaces.  Further, the trend for multi-use products has resulted in products for which
there is no clear-cut distinction between products that seal and products that prime or
undercoat.  Subcategorization of the primer, sealer, undercoater category into exterior and
interior and sealer vs. primer or undercoater would create artificial categories for which
very few products exist.  The commenter is referred to the summary table (Table IV-2) of
Chapter IV and Appendix E of the Draft Program EIR.
 
 We are, however, recommending one subcategorization of PSU, “Specialty Primers” with
a VOC limit of 350 g/l.  This category covers specific coatings labeled and formulated for
sealing fire, smoke or water damage; blocking stains, odors, or efflorescence; or for
conditioning excessively chalky substrates.  The SCM contains specific labeling
requirements for this category and also requires manufacturers to report annually to ARB
on the number of gallons of specialty primers sold in the state.

2-12. Comment:  The nonflat category should be broken down into subcategories.  These
subcategories should be included in the Program EIR since it is likely that some or all of
them could be included in the final SCM to allow the maximum VOC reduction with the
minimum environmental harm and expense.
 
Response:  Information on market shares from the ARB survey indicates that a
considerable portion of existing interior and exterior low and medium gloss coatings
already comply with the proposed limit.  Our survey of product information sheets for
complying low and medium gloss coatings shows that a variety of performance
characteristics comparable to those of higher VOC products have been achieved for both
interior and exterior coatings.

Available evidence does not support creation of a separate subcategory for high gloss
coatings.  While the market share for high gloss coatings that comply with the proposed
limit is lower than the corresponding market shares for low and medium gloss coatings,
technology for formulating complying high gloss coatings is available from some resin
manufacturers and is being developed by other manufacturers.  We believe that the
proposed effective date of January 1, 2003, will allow sufficient time for the formulation
of complying high gloss products that are comparable to higher VOC products over a
broad range of performance characteristics.  The commenter is referred to the summary
table (Table IV-2) of Chapter IV and Appendix E of the Draft Program EIR.
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2-13. Comment:  The flats category should be broken down into subcategories.  These
subcategories should be included in the Program EIR since it is likely that some or all of
them could be included in the final SCM to allow the maximum VOC reduction with the
minimum environmental harm and expense.
 
 Response:  We do not believe that further subcategorization of flats is necessary.  Our
technical evaluation found a wide variety of product types in the flat coatings category
that already comply with the proposed limit of 100 g/l.  The ARB staff has found
compliant flats for a variety of uses, including interior and exterior uses.  A variety of
performance characteristics are available for both interior and exterior products at VOC
levels at or below 100 g/l.  The commenter is referred to the summary table (Table IV-2)
of Chapter IV and Appendix E of the Draft Program EIR.
 

2-14. Comment:  Because the proposed SCM limits involve the extensive use of waterborne
technologies, the Draft Program EIR should analyze the potential depletion of
groundwater supplies and lowering of the water table from both their manufacture and
from the need for more surface preparation (power washing).
 
 Response:  The Draft Program EIR comprehensively analyzes the potential water demand
impacts associated with implementation of the proposed SCM.  The analysis reveals that
water demand impacts are negligible and insignificant.  The commenter is referred to the
Water section of Chapter IV in the Draft Program EIR.
 
 ARB staff evaluated hundreds of conventional and low-VOC coatings product data sheets
(see tables in Appendix E and the summary table in Chapter IV of the Draft Program
EIR).  The product data sheets indicated that low-VOC coatings do not require
substantially different surface preparation, including power washing, than conventional
coatings.  As a result, it is not anticipated that power washing as a method of surface
preparation will increase substantially as a result of implementing the proposed SCM.
 

2-15. Comment:  Because the proposed SCM limits involve the extensive use of waterborne
technologies, the Draft Program EIR should analyze the environmental effects of
increased wastewater generation and the need for new or expanded wastewater treatment
facilities.
 
 Response:  The Draft Program EIR comprehensively analyzes the potential water quality
impacts associated with implementation of the proposed SCM.  The analysis reveals that
wastewater impacts associated with the cleanup of waterborne coatings are negligible and
insignificant.  The commenter is referred to the Water Impacts section of Chapter IV in
the Draft Program EIR.
 

2-16. Comment:  The seasonal regulation alternative could lead to increased traffic as a result
of additional vehicles and trips needed to transport coatings stock between retailer,
distributor, and manufacturer.
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 Response:  The ARB staff has found that the seasonal regulation alternative is infeasible.
Therefore, no further environmental impact analysis is required for this alternative under
CEQA.  The commenter is referred to Chapter V of the Draft Program EIR.
 

2-17. Comment:  The seasonal regulation alternative could lead to increased usage of energy
and mineral resources (gasoline) as a result of additional vehicles and trips needed to
transport coatings stock between retailer, distributor, and manufacturer.
Response:  The ARB staff has found that the seasonal regulation alternative is infeasible.
Therefore, no further environmental impact analysis is required for this alternative under
CEQA.  The commenter is referred to Chapter V of the Draft Program EIR, as well as the
response to comment #1-9.

2-18. Comment:  If a category labeling requirement is adopted, potential energy/mineral
resources impacts could occur due to coatings formulators having to make new labels for
26 air districts, especially to reflect rule amendments which may occur multiple times
each year.
 
 Response:  In the version of the SCM presented in the NOP/IS, subsection 4.1.4 required
that each coating container list the applicable coating category in Table of Standards in
the rule.  That provision has now been removed, and no further analysis is required under
CEQA.
 

2-19. Comment:  The handling of hazardous materials within ¼ mile of a school should be
analyzed in the Draft Program EIR.  The possible use of coatings containing acetone
(which is highly flammable), glycol ethers, and/or diisocyanates used in the
neighborhood of a school, as well as on school structures themselves, should not be
ignored.
 
 Response:  The Draft Program EIR extensively analyzes the hazards and human health
impacts associated with the use of traditional and replacement solvents, including
acetone, glycol ethers, and diisocyanates, for the proposed SCM.  In the context of
acetone, the Draft Program EIR analyzes the flammability of this potential replacement.
The commenter is referred to the Public Services and Hazards sections of Chapter IV in
the Draft Program EIR.
 

2-20. Comment:  Because the proposed VOC limits in the SCM will essentially eliminate the
use of mineral spirits and will dramatically increase the market share of waterborne
coatings, it is reasonable to assume that there will be an increase in the use of ethylene
glycol ethers and ethylene glycol ether acetates.  The commenter notes that the Draft
Program EIR must analyze the health effects of this switch in solvents.

Response:  The Draft Program EIR extensively analyzes the issue raised by the
commenter.  In its review of traditional and low-VOC coatings (see the tables in
Appendix E of the Draft Program EIR), the ARB staff noted that manufacturers are
moving away from formulating low-VOC coatings with hazardous materials when
possible, for example, using Texanol®, propylene glycol, and ethylene glycol in lieu of
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more hazardous glycol ethers such as EGBE, EGME, and EGEE.  The commenter is
referred to the Human Health Impacts section in Chapter IV of the Draft Program EIR for
a more complete discussion of hazards impacts associated with both conventional and
replacement solvents.

2-21. Comment:  Because the proposed SCM will require the use of waterborne technologies,
more surface preparation in the form of sandblasting will be required.  This in turn will
increase the public’s exposure to crystalline silica, a Proposition 65 carcinogen.
Sandblasting can also occur at a school as well as within ¼ mile of a school.  Because
architectural coatings used in residential settings will require more abrasive blasting than
is currently the case, and such settings may expose children to these hazards, these
impacts need to be considered.  The lack of solvent borne primers is especially critical,
because currently they can serve as a preparatory step prior to the application of a
waterborne topcoat.
 
 Response:  The Draft Program EIR analyzes the potential for increased sandblasting and
exposure to crystalline silica.  ARB staff concludes that low-VOC coatings do not require
substantially different surface preparation than conventional coatings.  Thus,
implementing the SCM is not anticipated to result in increased sandblasting activity.
Furthermore, existing State law applicable to abrasive blasting minimizes public
exposure to fine inhalable particles, including crystalline silica.  The commenter is
referred to the Air Quality and Human Health sections in Chapter IV of the Draft
Program EIR.
 
 With regard to the need for solvent-borne primers, the proposed SCM includes two
primer categories that may contain solvent-borne primers—specialty primers with a VOC
limit of 350 g/l, and quick-dry primers, sealers, and undercoaters with a VOC content of
200 g/l.
 

2-22. Comment:  Since the proposed SCM will require the use of waterborne technologies,
more surface preparation in the form of power washing and abrasive blasting will be
required, which in turn will generate noise.  Because architectural coatings used in
residential settings will require more surface preparation than is currently the case,
children may also be exposed to excessive noise. The lack of solvent-borne primers is
especially critical, because currently they can serve as a preparatory step prior to the
application of a waterborne topcoat.  It is expected that a substantial temporary, periodic,
or permanent increase in ambient noise levels will occur and should be evaluated in the
Draft Program EIR.
 
 Response:  ARB staff concludes that low-VOC coatings do not require substantially
different surface preparation than conventional coatings.  Therefore, implementation of
the proposed SCM is not anticipated to result in a substantial increase in power washing
or sandblasting as a method of surface preparation.  For these reasons, implementation of
the proposed SCM is not anticipated to result in significant noise impacts.  The
commenter is referred to the Air Quality and Impacts Found Not to be Significant
sections in Chapter IV of the Draft Program EIR.
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2-23. Comment:  Because the proposed SCM will force the use of waterborne technologies,

there will be public services impacts.  In particular, the commenter asserts that
waterborne coatings must be applied in warmer and drier months and applied more often,
thus reducing the availability of public facilities, especially parks.

Response:  The ARB staff disagrees with the commenter’s assertion regarding
waterborne coatings.  Based upon NTS data and the dry time and qualitative durability
descriptions in the coatings product data sheets, staff concluded that low-VOC coatings
have dry time and durability characteristics comparable to conventional coatings, and that
therefore the SCM will not adversely impact the maintenance of public facilities.  Thus,
the ARB staff anticipates that implementation of the proposed SCM will not result in
significant public services impacts.  The commenter is referred to the Public Services
section and Table IV-2 in Chapter IV of the Draft Program EIR, and to the tables in
Appendix E,
.

2-24. Comment:  Because the proposed SCM will require the use of waterborne technologies,
more surface preparation in the form of sandblasting will be required.  This in turn will
increase the amount of wastes deposited in landfills. The commenter also asserts that the
proposed VOC content limits for IM coatings will eliminate the use of single component
systems, which will lead to the use of two-component systems.  These systems, according
to the commenter, have limited pot lives; once the pot life is exceeded, the material is
waste.  Thus, the increased use of multi-component systems can result in increased
generation of solid and hazardous wastes.

 Response:  Wastes generated from sandblasting are not anticipated to increase
substantially for the same reason identified in the response to comment #2-21.
Consequently, implementing the proposed SCM is not expected to result in significant
solid waste impacts from sandblasting.  Regarding pot life, the ARB staff’s review of
currently available, multi-component low-VOC coatings revealed that pot-life problems
are not anticipated.  These issues are discussed in Chapter IV of the Draft Program EIR.
However, based on the commenter’s and others’ comments, the Draft Program EIR
includes an analysis of potential solid waste impacts related to pot-life problems in multi-
component low-VOC compliant coatings.  This analysis also evaluates shelf-life and
freeze-thaw problems associated with low-VOC compliant coatings.  The commenter is
referred to the Solid Waste/Hazardous Waste section of Chapter IV in the Draft Program
EIR.
 

2-25. Comment:  Due to the unavailability of traditional coatings technologies, maintenance of
historical buildings will be more difficult, at a minimum, and in the worst case, the
historical and physical integrity of these structures may be jeopardized.  This is especially
problematic with the elimination of solvent borne primers, as well as for the second tier
reductions of flat and nonflat coatings to 50 g/l.  As a result, implementation of the
proposed SCM could result in aesthetics and cultural resources impacts.
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Response:  The ARB staff does not agree that significant aesthetics and cultural resources
impacts will occur as a result of more difficulty in maintaining historic buildings.  Based
upon the staff’s comprehensive investigation of commercially available low-VOC
compliant products, performance characteristics of existing and reformulated products
should be sufficient to meet the maintenance needs of historical structures.  Thus, the
ARB staff anticipates that the proposed SCM will not result in significant aesthetics
and/or cultural resources impacts.  The commenter is referred to the Impacts Found Not
To Be Significant section and the summary table (Table IV-2) in Chapter IV of the Draft
Program EIR, as well as the tables in Appendix E.

The ARB staff also notes that the original proposal has been modified to exclude the final
VOC content limits of 50 g/l for the flat and nonflat coatings categories.  The commenter
is referred to the response to comment #2-1.
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COMMENT LETTER #3
National Paint & Coatings Association (NPCA)

July 22, 1999

The commenter has attached and incorporated by reference two other comment letters.  The first
letter labeled as Appendix A was the commenter’s NOP/IS comment letter submitted during the
SCAQMD’s 1999 amendments to its Rule 1113 – Architectural Coatings.  For the relevant parts
of the comment letter that are applicable to the ARB’s proposed SCM, the ARB staff has
provided a detailed response.  For example, where the comment refers to the District or
SCAQMD, the ARB staff will assume these terms mean the ARB.  Where the comment is
specific to the SCAQMD’s Rule and has no relevance to the ARB’s proposed SCM, no response
is provided.  The commenter is referred to the responses to comments #3-13 through #3-30.

The second letter, labeled as Appendix B, was submitted to the ARB prior to the NOP/IS
comment period.  The commenter is referred to the responses to comments #3-31 through #3-35.

3-1. Comment:  There is no need for the SCM to specify compliance dates since the SCM is
only a model rule and notes that a more reasonable approach would be to specify time
frames when it is believed that the technology will be available to meet lower VOC
limits.

Response:  The ARB staff disagrees that there is no need to specify compliance dates.
Compliance dates are needed to provide for uniform implementation of architectural
coatings rules throughout the State.  Consistent compliance dates will also allow for a
statewide averaging provision if one is included in the final SCM.

3-2. Comment:  Industry will not be able to develop effective coatings at the proposed VOC
content limits; more time is needed for technology development.

Response:  The ARB staff disagrees that more time is needed for technology
development.  Based on the ARB staff’s comprehensive and extensive investigation of
low-VOC compliant products, ARB staff believes that the 2003 VOC content limits,
2004 for IM coatings, are technologically feasible (see tables in Appendix E and the
summary table in Chapter IV of the Draft Program EIR).  However, the Draft Program
EIR contains project alternatives that have varying VOC content limits and compliance
dates (e.g., 2004).  The commenter is referred to Chapter V of the Draft Program EIR.

3-3. Comment:  The Program EIR should evaluate the implementation of the first VOC
content limits in the year 2004; the final limits should be considered based on an
increments of progress approach.

 Response:  With regard to the comment that the first VOC limit should be implemented
in the year 2004, the commenter is referred to the response to comment #3-2.
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 Regarding the final VOC content limits, the ARB staff has revised the SCM since the
release of the NOP/IS to include only the interim limits, which will take effect in 2003
(2004 for IM coatings).  The commenter is referred to the response to comment #2-1.
 

3-4. Comment:  The Program EIR should evaluate the suggestions made concerning the SCM
in the commenter’s June 7, 1999, letter, which the commenter incorporates by reference.

 Response:  The ARB staff has specifically addressed the commenter’s suggestions in the
responses to comments #3-31 through #3-35.

3-5. Comment:  Implementation of the SCM may result in a lack of effective coatings for
many current applications; the Program EIR should evaluate this impact on the projected
VOC emission reductions.

 Response:  The ARB staff has analyzed the impact of allegedly ineffective low-VOC
coatings.  There is currently a wide range of commercially available coatings that meet
the proposed VOC content limits in the SCM (see tables in Appendix E and the summary
table in Chapter IV of the Draft Program EIR).  Additionally, the results of the
SCAQMD’s NTS study support these findings.  The laboratory results of the SCAQMD’s
NTS study reveal that there are currently available coatings that comply with the
proposed VOC content limits and which have coating and durability characteristics
comparable to existing high-VOC coatings.  Thus, the proposed SCM should achieve
significant VOC emission reductions throughout the state.
 

3-6. Comment:  The commenter concurs with the consideration of alternatives listed in the
NOP/IS, including the different VOC content limits and compliance deadlines alternative.

 Response:  The ARB staff has analyzed all the alternatives listed in the NOP/IS and has
concluded that the only feasible alternative is the varying VOC content limits/compliance
deadlines alternative.  The commenter is referred to Chapter V of the Draft Program EIR
as well as the response to comment #2-2.
 

3-7. Comment:  The commenter agrees that the SCM could have a significant effect on the
environment and with the need to prepare a Program EIR.

Response:  The ARB staff has prepared a comprehensive and detailed Draft Program EIR
that evaluates the potential environmental impacts associated with implementation of the
proposed SCM.  The Draft Program EIR concludes that the proposed SCM will not result
in any significant impacts.

3-8. Comment:  The commenter asserts that significant costs are associated with the
implementation of the SCM, and agrees that costs should be evaluated in an economic
impact analysis contained in the Staff Report rather than in the Program EIR.
 
 Response:  The ARB staff will conduct an extensive economic impact analysis and will
include it in the Staff Report for the architectural coatings SCM.  The economic impact
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analysis will consider reformulation costs as well as the impacts on the profitability
(return on the owners equity) of the architectural coatings industry.  As part of this effort,
ARB staff is conducting a survey on cost impacts.
 

3-9. Comment:  The Program EIR must analyze water quality impacts if lower VOC coatings
are required for the water and sewage system infrastructures.  Water quality impacts
could also result from the release of hazardous materials due to the failure of tank lining
and piping coatings.

Response:  Based upon the ARB staff’s comprehensive and extensive review of the
product information sheets obtained from resin manufacturers and coatings formulators,
there is currently a wide range of IM coatings, including tank lining coatings, that are
commercially available to meet the proposed SCM VOC content limits (see tables in
Appendix E and the summary table in Chapter IV of the Draft Program EIR).
Additionally, the results of the SCAQMD’s NTS study support these findings.  The
laboratory results of the SCAQMD’s NTS study reveal that there are currently available
IM coatings that comply with the proposed VOC content limits and which have coating
and durability characteristics comparable to existing high-VOC coatings.  Thus, water
quality impacts from the alleged failure of tank lining coatings is not expected to occur.
The commenter is referred to responses to comments #3-34 and #3-35.

3-10. Comment:  The Program EIR must analyze aesthetic impacts from the elimination of the
anti-graffiti coatings category.

 Response:  The ARB staff has found both permanent and sacrificial anti-graffiti systems
that comply with the proposed SCM VOC content limits.  Based on the availability of
these coatings and others, the ARB staff anticipates that the anti-graffiti coatings category
will not be eliminated and that implementation of the SCM will not result in significant
aesthetic impacts.
 

3-11. Comment:  The Program EIR must analyze impacts associated with the potential failure
of IM coatings to meet infrastructure needs at recreational facilities.

Response:  The ARB staff’s independent investigation reveals that there are
commercially available low-VOC compliant IM coatings with comparable performance
characteristics as traditional coatings.  Based on this analysis, the ARB staff has
determined that implementation of the proposed SCM will not create significant
recreational impacts.  The commenter is referred to Appendix E and the summary tables
in Chapter IV of the Draft Program EIR.  The commenter is also referred to the
“Environmental Impacts Found Not to Be Significant” section in Chapter IV of the Draft
Program EIR.

3-12. Comment:  The Program EIR must analyze solid waste/hazardous waste impacts
associated with increased disposal of two-pack (two-component) coatings systems.
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 Response:  Chapter IV of the Draft Program EIR includes an analysis of potential impacts
to landfills from the use of two-component coatings systems.  The analysis concludes
that, even taking into consideration as a “worst-case” the disposal of some coatings due
to pot life problems, implementation of the proposed SCM will not result in significant
solid waste/hazardous waste impacts.  The commenter is referred to the Solid
Waste/Hazardous Waste section of Chapter IV in the Draft Program EIR.
 

3-13. Comment:  The SCM is moving forward before all the necessary data (e.g., NTS study)
are available to make an informed decision.

 Response:  Although it is true that the field portion of the NTS study is ongoing, the
proposed SCM is not dependent on this study.  The ARB staff conducted a
comprehensive survey of currently available coatings that forms the primary basis for the
proposed SCM.  ARB staff also conducted literature reviews and held discussions with
manufacturers and resin suppliers.  In addition, ARB staff evaluated hundreds of coatings
product data sheets from many resin manufacturers and coating formulators and
considered the following coatings characteristics:  VOC content, percent solids by
volume, coverage, adhesion, durability, pot life, shelf life, gloss, and drying time.  Based
on this analysis, the ARB staff has determined that low-VOC compliant coatings are
technically feasible and commercially available with performance characteristics
comparable to traditional coatings.
 

3-14. Comment:  The SCM should be postponed until the NTS study and ARB’s 1998
Architectural Coatings Survey are completed.
 
 Response:  At the time of this commenter’s letter, the ARB’s 1998 survey was not yet
published in final form and the SCM was scheduled for Board consideration in
November 1999.  However, at this time, both the laboratory phase of the NTS study as
well as the ARB’s 1998 Survey are completed.  The ARB’s consideration of the proposed
SCM has been rescheduled from November 1999 to May 2000.
 

3-15. Comment:  The NTS study should be expanded to include real world weathering and
durability studies.
 
 Response:  The NTS study does include real-time exposure tests that will be conducted in
three locations within the South Coast Air Basin, including El Segundo, Saugus, and
Fullerton.  This testing is ongoing.
 

3-16. Comment:  There must be a thorough evaluation of low-VOC technology before it can be
mandated as feasible for all applications.
 
 Response:  The proposed SCM does rely on a thorough evaluation of low-VOC coatings
technology.  Based on the ARB staff’s review of resin manufacturers’ and coating
formulators’ product information sheets, which includes weatherability data, low-VOC
coatings with performance characteristics comparable to traditional coatings are available
to meet the proposed SCM VOC limits (see tables in Appendix E and the summary table
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in Chapter IV of the Draft Program EIR).  This is further supported by the results of the
ARB’s 1998 Architectural Coatings Survey.  Also see the response to comment #3-13.
 
 The ARB staff has held seven public workshops (May 27 and August 20, 1998;
March 30, June 3, July 1, September 8, and December 14, 1999) where industry, the
public, air districts, and the U.S. EPA have had an opportunity to express their concerns
with the proposed SCM.  Furthermore, ARB staff has met individually with specific
industry members, as well as air districts, to further understand their particular concerns.
As a result of input received from the public workshops and individual meetings, staff
has made revisions to the proposed SCM.  Accordingly, the SCM development process
can be characterized as, “…a thorough, open minded, and objective evaluation of existing
and reasonably foreseeable coatings technologies in setting future VOC limits.”
 

3-17. Comment:  The National AIM Rule should be adopted as a template for the SCM,
recognizing that where lower limits are proposed, further breakout categories may be
required.
 
 Response:  The ARB staff has extensively analyzed the National AIM Rule’s categories
and definitions, as well as the VOC limits.  As a result of this analysis, the ARB staff is
recommending the addition of three of the National Rule categories that are not found in
any districts’ rules: antenna coatings, flow coatings, and anti-fouling coatings.  The VOC
limit for antenna coatings is the same as that in the National Rule, while the limits for
flow coatings and anti-fouling coatings are slightly lower than those in the National Rule,
based on VOC contents of existing products being sold in California.  ARB staff believes
that adding additional categories into the rule is not necessary at this time for the reasons
discussed in Appendix D of the Draft Program EIR.  Also, for most of the unique
National Rule categories, no specific comments requesting their inclusion were received.
Appendix D identifies the category and the VOC limit that these unique National Rule
categories fit into.
 
 The National Rule contains separate categories for interior and exterior flats and nonflats,
with the same VOC limit.  This does not add any simplicity to the rule, just redundancy,
and only one limit is being proposed for each of these coatings categories in the SCM.
The ARB staff has created two new coating categories that were found in the National
Rule, floor coatings and rust preventative coatings.  While the proposed VOC limit for
rust preventative coatings is that same as the limit in the National Rule, the proposed
VOC limit for floor coatings is lower than that of the National Rule, based on the VOC
contents of coatings sold in California.
 
 Two further breakout categories resulted from the public process that were in neither the
National Rule nor Rule 1113.  We broke out temperature-indicator safety coatings from
high temperature coatings, and clear brushing lacquers from lacquers.  Both of these are
small categories that required a higher VOC limit because reformulation is impractical
(because of small volume or for technical reasons) at this time.
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3-18. Comment:  The NOP/IS lists seven alternatives that will be analyzed in the Program EIR.

 Response:  The ARB staff has analyzed all of the alternatives listed in the NOP/IS and
has concluded that the only feasible alternative is the varying VOC content
limits/compliance deadlines alternative.  The commenter is referred to Chapter V of the
Draft Program EIR as well as the response to comment #2-2.
 

3-19. Comment:  A low vapor pressure alternative may have only limited impact on the ability
of manufacturers to meet the VOC limits in the proposed SCM.
 
 Response:  The ARB staff has evaluated the low vapor pressure alternative and has found
this alternative infeasible.  The commenter is referred to Chapter V of the Draft Program
EIR as well as the response to comment #2-2.
 

3-20. Comment:  A performance-based alternative is fraught with numerous problems and
controversies, with the exception of IM coatings, which are certified to meet a specific set
of performance standards.

 Response:  The ARB staff has found the performance-based alternative infeasible.  The
IM category is a broad category with differing performance criteria depending on the
type of application.  The commenter is referred to Chapter V of the Draft Program EIR as
well as the response to comment #2-2.
 

3-21. Comment:  A reactivity-based alternative may provide additional flexibility to coatings
manufacturers, depending on how it is employed.  The commenter supports continued
evaluation and research of this alternative.
 
 Response:  The comment is noted.  The ARB is committed to evaluating the feasibility of
reactivity-based regulations for certain source categories, including architectural coatings,
to determine if, in the future, reactivity-based limits can be developed.  The commenter is
referred to Chapter V of the Draft Program EIR as well as responses to comments #1-1
and #2-2.
 

3-22. Comment:  A product line averaging alternative may offer added flexibility for the
manufacturer in meeting the proposed VOC limits.

 Response:  The ARB staff concurs and for this reason is considering including a product
line averaging option in the final SCM.  The commenter is referred to Chapter V of the
Draft Program EIR, as well as responses to comments #1-9, #1-10, and #2-2.
 

3-23. Comment:  A regional deregulation alternative is the most difficult to evaluate, as it
depends on an anticipated fundamental change in the VOC/NOx ratios throughout the
State.
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 Response:  The ARB staff has evaluated a regional regulation alternative and found this
alternative infeasible.  The commenter is referred to Chapter V of the Draft Program EIR
as well as responses to comments #1-9 and #2-2.
 

3-24. Comment:  A seasonal alternative appears attractive, but the commenter is concerned
with how such an approach would be implemented.
 
 Response:  The ARB staff has evaluated a seasonal regulation alternative and found this
alternative infeasible.  The commenter is referred to Chapter V of the Draft Program EIR,
as well as responses to comments #1-9 and #2-2.
 

3-25. Comment:  The current proposed limits are not technically and economically feasible.
The ARB should postpone adoption of the SCM until the completion of the NTS study
and ARB’s 1998 Architectural Coatings Survey.
 
 Response:  Regarding the comments that there is no reasonably foreseeable technology
that would achieve the proposed limits and that the limits might be appropriate for some
applications and not others within a category, the commenter is referred to responses to
comments #3-13 through #3-16.  With regard to costs, this issue will be addressed in the
economic impact assessment of the final Staff Report for the proposed SCM.  Finally,
concerning postponement of the proposed SCM, the public meeting for the ARB’s
consideration of the proposed SCM has been delayed from November 1999 to May 2000.
This delay has provided additional time for ARB staff to meet with industry and consider
their concerns with the proposed VOC limits.
 

3-26. Comment:  The ARB should work with coatings manufacturers and users to identify
those applications that cannot be technically or economically reformulated or replaced by
a lower VOC product at the proposed limits.  Expansion of the number of coatings
categories in the SCM, as accomplished in the national AIM rule, would ensure that
lower limits would not apply to those categories for which they are not feasible.

 Response:  The ARB staff has conducted extensive technology evaluations in more than
60 categories, and found compliant coatings that can meet the proposed VOC content
limits for the coatings categories in the proposed SCM.  Further, to date the staff has
conducted four workshops, considered about 60 comment letters, and held about 25
meetings with individual stakeholders.  We believe the proposed SCM reflects the results
of these outreach efforts.  Thus, the ARB staff believes that the further expansion of
categories is unnecessary.  The commenter is referred to Appendix E and the summary
table in Chapter IV of the Draft Program EIR, the Staff Report, and the response to
comment #3-17.
 

3-27. Comment:  The air districts need to evaluate the use of alternative methods to determine
the VOC content of low-VOC coatings and notes that Method 24 can give false readings
for very-low-VOC (<75 g/l) coatings.
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 Response:  Method 24 was extensively peer-reviewed by industry and government
agencies, and is the test method is used to enforce local district rules in California, as well
as the National Architectural Coatings Rule.  The commenter is referred to the response
to comment #1-4.
 

3-28. Comment:  The Program EIR should explore an option to allow for the purchase of
noncompliant coatings.  Conceptually, a noncompliant coatings fee is essentially a
“pay-to-pollute” proposal.
 
 Response:  The ARB has evaluated an exceedance fee option as a project alternative and
has found this alternative to be infeasible.  The commenter is referred to Chapter V of the
Draft Program EIR.
 

3-29. Comment:  The Program EIR should consider the human health impacts associated with
the use of higher molecular weight polymers in low-VOC compliant coatings.  For the
proposed 50 g/l VOC limit in nonflats, more specialized coatings (e.g., two-pack
systems) will be used.
 
 Response:  Chapter IV of the Draft Program EIR evaluates the human health impacts
associated with high molecular weight polymers.  This analysis compares the
carcinogenic, chronic, and acute human health impacts from the use of replacement
solvents in low-VOC compliant coatings.  The analysis found that for two-component IM
coatings systems containing diisocyanates, significant human health impacts are not
expected.  The commenter is also referred to the response to comment #2-19.
 
 In the context of the 50 g/l VOC limit for nonflats, the ARB staff has revised the SCM
since the release of the NOP/IS to include only the interim limits, which will take effect
in 2003 (2004 for IM coatings).  The final limits have been dropped at this time due to an
effort to focus staff resources on the technical, environmental, and economic issues
associated with the interim limits.  The commenter is referred to the response to comment
#2-1.
 

3-30. Comment:  The Program EIR must analyze solid waste/hazardous waste impacts
associated with increased disposal of uncured two-component coatings systems.

Response:  Chapter IV of the Draft Program EIR includes an analysis of potential impacts
to landfills from the use of two-component coatings systems.  The analysis concludes
that, even taking into consideration as a “worst-case” the disposal of some coatings due
to pot-life problems, implementation of the proposed SCM will not result in significant
solid waste/hazardous waste impacts.  The commenter is referred to the Solid
Waste/Hazardous Waste Impacts section of Chapter IV in the Draft Program EIR.

3-31. Comment:  The interim limits should not become effective until July 1, 2004, and the
final limits, if shown to be technically feasible, should not become effective until July 1,
2008.
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 Response:  Concerning the effective date of the interim VOC limits, the commenter is
referred to responses to comments #3-2 and #3-3.  Regarding the final VOC content
limits, the ARB staff has revised the SCM since the release of the NOP/IS to include only
the interim limits, which will currently take effect in 2003 (2004 for IM coatings).  The
final limits have been dropped at this time due to an effort to focus staff resources on the
technical, environmental, and economic issues associated with the interim limits.
 

3-32. Comment:  The interim limits should be the focal point of discussion and any final limits
should be replaced by an increments of progress approach.
 
 Response:  Since the release of the NOP/IS, the ARB staff has revised the SCM to
include only the interim limits.  The commenter is referred to responses to comments #3-
2, #3-3, and
#3-31.
 

 3-33. Comment:  The ARB should adopt the National AIM Rule as the template for the SCM.
In the commenter’s opinion, this approach would provide uniformity between the
National Rule and the rules promulgated by individual air districts in California.

 
 Response:  The commenter is referred to the response to comment #3-17.
 

3-34. Comment:  The SCM should consider further subdividing the following coating
categories:  IM, flats, nonflats, PSUs, stains, and waterproofing sealers.
 
 Response:  The ARB staff has created new categories as a result of our technology
assessment.  These categories include bituminous roof coatings, recycled coatings,
antenna coatings, anti-fouling coatings, flow coatings, rust preventative coatings,
specialty primers, clear brushing lacquers, temperature-indicator safety coatings, and
floor coatings.  However, the ARB staff does not concur with the commenter’s
recommendation to add subcategories for high gloss non-flat coatings, high gloss IM
coatings, tank lining and pipe coatings, and semi-transparent stains.  The ARB staff’s
research has found many low-VOC compliant coatings for each of the additional
subcategories proposed by the commenter.  The commenter is referred to Appendix D of
the Draft Program EIR for a discussion of each coating category included in the SCM.
 

3-35. Comment:  Changes to the following rule definitions are warranted: tank lining and pipe
coatings, interior semi-transparent stains, and specialty primers.

Response:  The commenter’s proposed changes including definitions mentioned in
comment #3-34 are discussed separately below.

Semi-Transparent Stains
The ARB staff has found interior and exterior semi-transparent stains that comply with
the proposed 250 g/l limit. A detailed discussion of these coatings can be found in
Appendix E of the Draft Program EIR.  Appendix D of the Draft Program EIR contains a
list of compliant semi-transparent stains.
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High-Gloss Nonflats
The ARB staff has found high gloss coatings for both interior and exterior uses which
meet the VOC limits proposed in the SCM.  A detailed discussion of these coatings can
be found in Appendix D of the Draft Program EIR.  Appendix E of the Draft Program
EIR contains a list of compliant products.  The commenter is referred to the response to
comment #2-12.

Tank Lining and Pipe Coatings
The ARB staff has found tank lining and pipe coatings that comply with the proposed IM
VOC content limits.  However, we are proposing to delay the effective date of the 250 g/l
limit for IM coatings until January 1, 2004, to allow more time for essential public
service agencies to complete administrative processes.  This extension would avoid the
need to provide essential public services a higher VOC limit until they receive approval
to use complying coatings.
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COMMENT LETTER #4
Painting and Decorating Contractors of America (PDCA)

June 29, 1999

4-1. Comment:  The commenter is strongly opposed to the proposed SCM.  ARB should
establish a joint agency/industry working group, move the adoption date to June of 2000,
assume a leadership role, and reestablish trust with industry.

Response:  The ARB staff has been working closely with the SCAQMD’s Architectural
Coatings Working Group since 1998.  We have also formed an industry/ARB/air district
committee to work with us on developing an averaging provision.  In addition, ARB staff
has held four workshops with industry since June 1999 and, since then, has met with over
25 individual companies and associations, including the PDCA.  We have postponed
ARB’s consideration of the SCM from November 1999 to May 2000.

4-2. Comment: The proposed SCM mirrors the SCAQMD’s Rule 1113.

 Response:  The ARB staff is using the SCAQMD’s Rule 1113 as a starting point, but our
efforts have been concentrated on the interim limits contained in Rule 1113.  We are
conducting an independent analysis of the technical and commercial feasibility of the
interim limits.  We are not considering Rule 1113’s final limits at this time.
 

4-3. Comment: ARB has an opportunity to establish a leadership role in the regulation of
architectural coatings.

Response:  We are taking a leadership role in developing the SCM with the districts.  We
will be doing so as we consider the development of a statewide averaging approach and
in encouraging districts to adopt the SCM as approved by the Board.
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COMMENT LETTER #5
Society of Specialty Protective Coatings (SSPC)

July 23, 1999

5-1. Comment: The technology for IM coatings to meet the <250 g/l interim limit is not
proven for several types of exposures (e.g., acids, bases, solvents, and oxidizers).

Response: The ARB staff has conducted a thorough technology assessment of coatings
available today that would comply with the proposed 250 g/l limit.  Based on our review,
we have concluded that products that would comply with that limit are technologically
and commercially available, and that such products perform as well as current high-VOC
IM coatings.  The complying products include coatings for immersion and non-
immersion service involving exposure to various substances, including chemicals such as
acids, bases, solvents, and oxidizers.  Nevertheless, to allow time for essential public
services agencies to complete administrative processes before low VOC coatings can be
used, we have delayed the proposed effective date until January 1, 2004.  This extension
would avoid the need to provide essential public services a higher VOC limit until they
receive approval to use complying coatings.

5-2. Comment:  IM coating suppliers indicate that low-VOC polyurethanes are not available
below 320 g/l.
 
 Response:  The ARB staff’s technology assessment for IM coatings included an
assessment of polyurethane coatings for severe exterior exposure.  The assessment
concluded that products that would comply with that limit are technologically and
commercially available, and that such products perform as well as current high-VOC IM
coatings.  Polyurethane products that would comply with the proposed 250 g/l limit are
generally water-based, rather than the current solvent-based polyurethanes with VOC
content above 320 g/l.  The commenter is also referred to the response to comment #5-1.
 

5-3. Comment:  The 100 g/l final VOC content limit for IM coatings is unachievable based on
today’s coating technology.
 
 Response:  The ARB staff’s investigation has found several low-VOC coating
technologies that can meet the 100 g/l limit for IM coatings.  However, the ARB staff has
revised the SCM since the release of the NOP/IS to include only the interim limits (e.g.,
250 g/l for IM coatings), which will take effect in 2004.  The final limits have been
dropped at this time due to an effort to focus staff resources on the technical,
environmental, and economic issues associated with the interim limits.  The commenter is
referred to the response to comment #2-1.
 

5-4. Comment:  The metallic pigmented filled coatings definition should include zinc.

Response:  We have revised the definition of metallic pigmented coatings accordingly.
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COMMENT LETTER #6a
Law Offices of Smiland and Khachigian

June 25, 1999

6a-1. Comment:  (1) the proposed SCM mirrors the SCAQMD’s Rule 1113; (2) it is impossible
to align the SCM with U.S. EPA’s National AIM Rule; and (3) the ARB has not
conducted a prior independent economic nor environmental review to support its
conclusions.

Response:  In many respects, the proposed SCM does mirror the SCAQMD’s Rule 1113.
The ARB staff’s independent and comprehensive review of commercially available low-
VOC compliant coatings technology reveals that SCAQMD’s interim limits are
technologically and economically feasible.  The commenter is correct that the proposed
SCM does not align exactly with U.S. EPA’s National AIM Rule.  However, the
proposed SCM does incorporate many of its features.  The commenter is referred to
responses to comments #3-17 and #3-33.

Regarding the commenter’s third assertion, it is not clear exactly what is implied by the
statement “no prior independent economic nor environmental review to support those
conclusions.”  If the commenter is alleging that the ARB staff is making final decisions
about the proposed SCM without conducting economic or environmental analyses, the
commenter is mistaken.  One of the important aspects of this SCM effort is the
consideration of the environmental and economic impacts of the proposed SCM.  To that
end, the Draft Program EIR comprehensively analyses the environmental impacts
associated with implementation of the proposed SCM.  The ARB staff will also conduct
an in-depth analysis of the economic impacts of the SCM.  This analysis should be
completed at the same time as the final Program EIR and will be made available to the
public at that time.  The ARB’s final decision on the proposed SCM will be based on
comprehensive and in-depth environmental and economic analyses as well as comments
submitted by industry and other interested parties.

If the commenter is implying that the ARB supported the SCAQMD’s Rule 1113 without
conducting these analyses, the ARB staff fails to see how that is relevant to this SCM.
As part of this proposed SCM, ARB staff has conducted its own technical analysis of
whether low-VOC compliant coatings are available to meet the proposed SCM VOC
content limits.  Based on its independent and comprehensive analysis, the ARB staff has
found low-VOC compliant coatings that can meet the SCM limits.  In addition, ARB staff
has conducted an environmental analysis of using these low-VOC compliant coatings,
and will soon complete its own economic analysis.  Thus, the focus of this SCM process
should be the merits of the ARB staff’s findings from these analyses rather than the
ARB’s support of the SCAQMD’s Rule 1113.

6a-2. Comment:  As a result of U.S. EPA’s promulgation of the National AIM Rule, the ARB
is preempted from regulating architectural coatings.
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Response:  This comment does not raise any CEQA issues, and therefore no further
response is required.  Nevertheless, the ARB’s Office of Legal Affairs has carefully
reviewed this legal argument and concluded that it has no merit. The plain language of
the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990, as well as its legislative history, are quite clear
that states are not preempted from establishing their own standards for consumer products
and architectural coatings. This is true whether or not national rules are adopted by the
U.S. EPA.  The U.S. EPA agrees that states are not preempted by the Clean Air Act or by
the U.S. EPA’s adoption of a national rule, and has explicitly said so in the Federal
Register notices for the national consumer products and architectural coatings
rulemakings. Finally, in 1997 the commenter sued the ARB and the SCAQMD in federal
District Court, and one of the causes of action in this lawsuit was the commenter’s theory
that states are preempted from regulating architectural coatings. In August 1997, District
Court Judge Pregerson rejected this theory and ruled in favor of the ARB and the
SCAQMD.

6a-3. Comment:  If ARB continues to regulate architectural coatings, VOC content limits and
compliance deadlines should be reasonable.

Response:  See the response to comment #3-13.

6a-4. Comment:  The ARB should avoid the catastrophic error made by the SCAQMD in
banning virtually all paints. The ARB should exercise a leadership role to restore reason
to the statewide clean air program.

Response:  The ARB staff does not agree with the commenter’s assertion that the
SCAQMD’s Rule 1113 bans virtually all paints.  The ARB staff’s independent analysis
of commercially available low-VOC compliant coatings supports this conclusion.
However, the SCAQMD’s Rule 1113 is not at issue in the proposed SCM process. The
focus should be on whether the ARB staff adequately evaluated the technical merits and
environmental impacts of the proposed SCM.

6a-5. Comment:  The ARB cannot proceed further without conducting the required
environmental analysis under CEQA.  The commenter also believes that the ARB’s
adoption of the SCM is a “regulation” under California law, and that that the ARB must
follow the process specified in the California Administrative Procedure Act (APA),
including the economic analysis requirements of the APA.

Response:  The ARB staff agrees that the adoption of the SCM is a “project” subject to
CEQA, which is why the ARB staff has prepared the draft Program EIR.  The commenter
is referred to this document for an analysis of the environmental impacts associated with
the proposed SCM.  It is not correct that the adoption of a nonbinding Suggested Control
Measure is a regulation under the APA.  On this legal theory the commenter has twice
sued the ARB, with respect to the 1989 SCM adopted by the ARB.  The Court of Appeal
has twice rejected the commenter’s arguments.  Even though the APA does not apply and
an economic analysis of the SCM is not legally required, the ARB staff believes that
performing an economic analysis is good public policy.  A thorough economic analysis of
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the SCM will be completed and released for public comment prior to the ARB’s
consideration of the SCM.

6a-6. Comment:  The primary precursor of ozone is NOx, emitted mainly by motor vehicles
and industrial combustion sources, and references the National Research Council report,
“Rethinking the Ozone Problem in Urban and Regional Air Pollution.”

Response: The ARB staff does not concur with the commenter’s statement.  Scientific
evidence supports the theory that VOCs play a significant role in the formation of ozone.
In particular, ground level ozone formation is a result of complex chemical reactions
involving both VOCs and NOx.  VOCs react with hydroxyl radicals to form organic
peroxyl radicals which subsequently react with nitric oxide (NO) to form nitrogen
dioxide (NO2).  Nitrogen dioxide photo-disassociates to form NO and oxygen atoms.
The oxygen atoms rapidly associate with molecular oxygen to form ozone.  The amount
of ozone formed is a function of the number of conversions of NO to NO2 due to the
organic “chain reactions.”  When VOC emissions are lowered, the number of NO-to-NO2

conversions decrease.  Discussions of the atmospheric chemistry of ozone formation can
be found in the 1991 National Research Council report, “Rethinking the Ozone Problem
in Urban and Regional Air Pollution.”  Specifically, page 116 states... “the presence of
VOCs causes enhanced NO-to-NO2 conversion and hence the production of
concentrations of ozone that exceed those encountered in the clean background
troposphere.”

Furthermore, the relative effectiveness of VOC and NOx controls for reducing ozone in a
particular area depends on the ambient VOC:NOx ratio in that area.  Historic ozone trends
for California indicate that there is a correlation between a mass VOC reduction and
ozone reduction.  Therefore, further significant VOC reductions are needed from both
mobile and stationary sources in order for many air basins to comply with the national
and California ambient air quality standards for ozone.  The need to regulate VOCs with
respect to reducing ozone formation is discussed extensively in the More Reactivity
section of Chapter IV of the Draft Program EIR.  The commenter is also referred to the
response to comment #1-1.

6a-7. Comment:  Organic compounds play a role in ozone nonattainment in some areas at some
times.  For an organic compound to be an ozone precursor, it must be sufficiently volatile
and reactive to chemically react with NOx in the atmosphere.

Response:   The commenter is referred to a detailed discussion of reactivity and LVP-
VOCs in Chapters IV and V of the Draft Program EIR and the response to comment
#1-1.

6a-8. Comment:  The predominant organic compounds in water-borne coatings are a class of
resins and additives (cosolvents) which include ethylene glycol and propylene glycol.
Glycol compounds are exempted from the ARB’s and U.S. EPA’s consumer products
regulations.
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Response:  The ARB staff considered a low-volatility (LVP-VOC) alternative for the
proposed SCM.  In Chapter V of the Draft Program EIR, the ARB staff extensively
discussed the issues raised by the commenter, and concluded that it would not be
appropriate to include an LVP-VOC exemption in the SCM.  The commenter is referred
to this discussion for a detailed response to this comment.

Although the ARB’s and the U.S. EPA’s consumer product regulations contain an
exemption for low volatility compounds, there is no similar exemption in district
architectural coating rules or for ARB’s aerosol paint regulation.  The ARB staff believes
that the low volatility compounds mentioned by the commenter eventually are emitted
completely from paints.  Finally, Method 24 does not count as VOCs those VOCs that do
not evaporate and remain in the film.

6a-9. Comment:  The predominant organic compounds in solvent-borne coatings are a class of
petroleum distillate carriers (mineral spirits), which are low in reactivity and do not
contribute significantly to ozone formation.

Response:   The commenter is referred to the More Reactivity section in Chapter IV of
the draft Program EIR.  The ARB staff disagrees with this comment.  Existing data
suggest that hydrocarbon solvents are reactive and are likely to form ozone once emitted.
Using the U.S. EPA’s approach of using the reactivity of ethane as being non-reactive,
mineral spirits are at least 3 to 4 times more reactive than ethane.  Mineral spirits that
contain aromatics could be as much as 8 to 9 times more reactive than ethane.

6a-10. Comment:  The U.S. EPA, ARB, and SCAQMD have never shown that the organic
compounds in paints contribute materially or at all to ozone nonattainment, and notes that
the U.S. EPA estimates that organic compound emissions from architectural coatings
constitute about one percent of such emissions from all sources.

Response: The ARB staff disagrees with the commenter’s statement concerning the
contribution of architectural coatings VOCs to ozone levels.  Historical ozone data as
well as air quality modeling conducted by air districts in their Air Quality Management
Plans reveals that ambient ozone concentrations have been reduced over time by a
combination of VOC and NOx reductions.   Thus, a concerted effort in reducing both NOx

and VOC emissions from both mobile and stationary sources is required if ozone
nonattainment areas are to meet the federal and state ambient ozone standards.
In ARB’s published 1996 emission inventory, architectural coatings are estimated to
contribute statewide 130 tons per day of reactive organic gases (ROG), out of a total of
3,200 tons per day of ROG from all sources, and 1,470 tons per day of ROG for
stationary sources.  Thus, emissions of architectural coatings contribute about nine
percent of stationary/area sources and four percent of total emissions statewide.  A recent
source apportionment study shows that surface coatings were a major contributor to
ambient non-methane hydrocarbon in the South Coast Air Basin.  Although the source
apportionment study measured only emissions from solvent-borne coatings, one can
extrapolate to the emissions of all coatings, and the percentage of the architectural
coatings inventory in the source apportionment can be estimated to be four percent, the
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same number as the ARB reports in its emission inventory.  This subject is discussed in
more detail in Chapter II of the Draft Program EIR.

6a-11. Comment:  For 22 years, without scientific evidence, U.S. EPA, ARB, and the SCAQMD
have waged war against the paint industry in the name of clean air.

Response:  The ARB staff disagrees with the commenter’s characterization of its indirect
efforts to regulate VOC emissions from architectural coatings in the past.  The ARB, the
SCAQMD, and the U.S. EPA have never had a policy of “waging war” against the paint
industry.  The past as well as the current proposed SCM has and is premised on the ARB
staff’s best and comprehensive efforts to provide a workable model rule to local air
districts.  These past and present SCM versions are based on technologically and
economically feasible coatings technology.  Throughout these SCM efforts, the ARB
staff has complied with all legal requirements and has provided an open public forum for
affected industry to provide both oral and written comments.  Furthermore, ARB staff has
met and is willing to meet individually with industry representatives to discuss their
particular concerns.  This open and fair SCM process is far from the adversarial picture
painted by the commenter.

6a-12. Comment:  The commenter provides a history of paint regulation by the ARB.

Response:  The commenter’s recitation of the historical regulation of architectural
coatings by the ARB is noted.

6a-13. Comment: State Implementation Plans (SIPs) containing architectural coatings rules have
typically been approved and transmitted to the U.S. EPA by the staff, not the Board.

Response:  The commenter is correct that, after public hearings have been conducted by
the local air districts, SIPs are commonly approved and transmitted to the U.S. EPA by
the ARB’s Executive Officer.  This is a well-accepted practice that the ARB has used for
many years.  The practice is authorized by Health and Safety Code sections 39515,
39516, and 39602.

6a-14. Comment:  When the ARB attempts to ban coatings, industry and air districts rebel.

Response:  The ARB staff is not quite sure what the commenter means by “rebelling.”  In
fact, the position paper of the California Air Pollution Control Officers Association
supports a strong SCM.  In any event, the ARB staff disagrees with the commenter that
the proposed SCM will result in a “ban” of coatings.  The commenter presumes,
incorrectly, that currently compliant products will be banned.  See the response to
comment #3-13.

6a-15. Comment:  The commenter provides a history of U.S. EPA’s regulation of paint.

Response:  The commenter’s recitation of the historical regulation of architectural
coatings by the U.S. EPA is noted.
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6a-16. Comment:  If the federal Clean Air Act (CAA) were treated as a federal mandate
“commandeering” local and state regulators, it would violate the Tenth Amendment of
the U.S. Constitution.

Response:  It appears that the commenter is suggesting that no governmental entity in the
United States may regulate architectural coatings because the federal CAA is invalid
under the Tenth Amendment of the U.S. Constitution.  ARB’s counsel has carefully
reviewed this legal argument and has found that it has no merit.  In 1997 the commenter
sued the ARB, the U.S. EPA, and the SCAQMD in federal District Court.  One of the
causes of action in this lawsuit was the commenter’s Tenth Amendment theory.  In
August 1997, District Court Judge Pregerson rejected this theory and ruled in favor of the
ARB, the U.S. EPA, and the SCAQMD.

6a-17. Comment:  The theory behind U.S. EPA’s National AIM Rule was to reduce VOC
emissions through reformulation, not by banning coatings.

Response:  The ARB staff agrees with the commenter’s portrayal of U.S. EPA’s intent
behind the National AIM Rule.  The ARB staff believes its proposed SCM is consistent
with this intent.  The ARB staff, through its own independent and comprehensive
investigation, has found commercially available low-VOC compliant coatings with
comparable performance to conventional coatings (see Appendix E and Table IV-2 in
Chapter IV of the Draft Program EIR).  Thus, the proposed SCM VOC content limits will
not result in the ban of coatings since compliant coatings are available.  If anything, the
proposed SCM will cause reformulation of some coatings, but not the ban of existing
products.

6a-18. Comment:  The SCAQMD acted reasonably for 22 years in regulating paints.

Response:  The ARB staff concurs with this statement and further believes the SCAQMD
as well as other air districts currently act reasonably and in compliance with their
statutory mandates in regulating architectural coatings.

6a-19. Comment:  The SCAQMD has “gone off the deep end” with its 1996 and 1999
amendments to its Rule 1113.

Response:  The ARB staff disagrees with the commenter’s assertion that the SCAQMD’s
Rule 1113 has “gone off the deep end.”  The ARB staff’s independent analysis of
commercially available low-VOC compliant coatings supports the SCAQMD’s
conclusions.  However, as mentioned previously, the SCAQMD’s Rule 1113 is not at
issue in this SCM process.  This SCM’s focus should be on whether the ARB staff
adequately evaluated the technical merits and environmental impacts of the proposed
SCM.

6a-20. Comment:  The SCAQMD’s coatings bans cannot be excused on the basis that they are
technology forcing.
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Response:  The commenter is referred to responses to comments #6a-14, #6a-17, and
#6a-19.

6a-21. Comment:  The commenter, after attacking the SCAQMD’s 1996 and 1999 amendments
to Rule 1113, indicates that this comment letter is not the time or place to detail the
SCAQMD’s recent sorry performance.

Response:  The ARB staff agrees that the commenter should focus on the ARB’s
proposed SCM and not the SCAQMD’s Rule 1113.  The commenter is referred to the
response to comment #6a-19.

6a-22. Comment:  The commenter mentions that the SCAQMD’s draconian actions were taken
without widespread public support and in the face of controversy, and cites newspaper
articles and the stance of one SCAQMD Board Member who voted against the 1996 and
1999 amendments to Rule 1113.

Response:  It is irrelevant whether the SCAQMD’s amendments were widely supported
by the public, and industry does not determine whether the rule amendments are valid.
The determining factor in determining the validity of the rule is whether the amendments
were made in compliance with the various statutory mandates, and are based on feasible
technology.  Based on ARB staff’s independent analysis of the coatings technology
commercially available, which also forms the basis of the proposed SCM, it appears that
the SCAQMD’s amendments meet these criteria.  However, the focus of this SCM
process should not be on the SCAQMD’s Rule 1113, but the proposed SCM. The
commenter is referred to the response to comment #6a-19.

6a-23. Comment:  The ARB has now stepped into the same untenable position as the SCAQMD
by proposing the SCM for architectural coatings.

Response:  The ARB staff disagrees with the commenter’s accusation that it is stepping
into an untenable position by proposing the SCM and its VOC content limits.  The ARB
staff’s independent investigation has found several low-VOC coating technologies that
can meet the proposed limits.  However, since the release of the NOP/IS, the ARB staff
has revised the SCM to only include the interim limits, which will take effect in 2003
(2004 for IM coatings).  The final limits have been dropped at this time due to resource
constraints; deferring consideration of the final limits will allow ARB staff to focus on
the interim limits.  Thus, the ARB staff believes that the proposed SCM is being
undertaken in a fair and open process that allows for industry and the public to voice their
concerns.  The commenter is referred to the response to comment #2-1.

6a-24. Comment:  For 22 years, the U.S. EPA, the ARB, and the SCAQMD have “triple-
teamed” industry with coatings regulations.  The commenter argues that there is a need
for one regulatory entity and the ARB should gracefully retire from the field.  The
U.S.EPA is the only agency with explicit rulemaking authority over architectural
coatings.
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Response:  The ARB staff does not agree that only the U.S. EPA should regulate
architectural coatings.  Because of California’s serious air quality problems, in many
areas of the state it is necessary to have very strict air quality standards.  It is therefore
common for districts to have more stringent standards than the national standards for
many source categories.  What the commenter refers to as “triple-teaming” is simply the
way that California has regulated air quality for many years in order to deal effectively
with very serious air quality problems.

6a-25. Comment:  The ARB does have oversight authority of air district rules, may provide
assistance to any district, and has the responsibility to conduct research into the causes
and effects of air pollution.

Response:  The ARB staff acknowledges this comment.

6a-26. Comment:  After 22 years in the paint field, it is doubtful whether districts any longer
need the ARB’s assistance, and whether there is any longer a need for the ARB to
exercise its oversight powers by adopting a model rule.  ARB should limit its actions to
coordinating district efforts to harmonize California rules with the National AIM Rule,
and conduct research on the volatility of glycols and the reactivity of mineral spirits.

Response:  When the ARB adopts an SCM, such as this SCM for architectural coatings,
the ARB is not exercising its oversight powers, as that term is commonly understood.
The ARB would be exercising its oversight powers only if the ARB proposed to actually
take over the powers of a district, held a public hearing within the district, and adopted
the SCM as a district rule in order to impose binding regulatory requirements on industry
and the public.  The ARB is not doing this, but is instead considering the approval of the
SCM as a nonbinding model rule that districts can then adopt if they choose to do so.
Binding requirements would only be imposed if the SCM is subsequently adopted by a
district.  The ARB believes that developing the SCM is very useful for the districts, many
of which do not have the resources to do the technical work themselves.  The SCM has
been harmonized with the national AIM rule to the extent that this is appropriate, in light
of California’s serious air quality problems and the long history of prior district
regulation of this source category.  The ARB will also continue to conduct research on
reactivity and other areas related to architectural coatings.

6a-27. Comment:  Because U.S. EPA has now adopted nationwide limits, state law prohibits
inconsistent ARB standard setting.

Response:  As explained in detail in the response to comment #6a-2, the ARB is
convinced that the federal Clean Air Act does not preempt California from setting its own
architectural coatings standards. The commenter’s belief that state law somehow
prohibits different standards from being set is equally incorrect, and is contradicted by the
entire framework of air quality regulation established in Division 26 of the Health and
Safety Code.
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6a-28. Comment:  The proposal and any adoption of the SCM are subject to the Administrative
Procedure Act (APA).

Response:  As explained in more detail in the response to comment #6a-5, the APA does
not apply to the adoption of the SCM by the ARB.

6a-29. Comment:  The ARB is preempted from regulating architectural coatings by U.S. EPA’s
National AIM Rule.

Response:  As explained in more detail in the response to comment #6a-2, U.S. EPA’s
promulgation of the National AIM rule does not preempt California (or any other state)
from adopting different architectural coatings rules.

6a-30. Comment:  If the ARB stays in the paint game, it should adopt limits that are reasonable.

Response:  The ARB staff’s proposed limits are reasonable. The commenter is referred to
responses to comments #6a-4, #6a-14, and #6a-17.

6a-31. Comment:  Paint bans have massive economic costs and produce adverse environmental
impacts.

Response:  Regarding paint bans, the commenter is referred to responses to comments
#6a-4, #6a-14, and #6a-17.  Regarding the environmental impacts associated with
implementation of the proposed SCM, the commenter is referred to the Draft Program
EIR.  In the context of economic costs associated with implementation of the proposed
SCM, the commenter is referred to the Economic Analysis that will be included in the
Staff Report for the Architectural Coatings SCM.

6a-32. Comment:  Most air districts that have regulated paints have imposed limits that require
reformulation, not the banning, of paints.  The ARB’s 1989 SCM, which attempted to
outlaw certain solvent-borne coatings, has had no real effect in most areas.

Response:  The commenter is referred to responses to comments #6a-4, #6a-14, and
#6a-17.

6a-33. Comment:  The U.S. EPA’s National AIM Rule requires reformulation, not the banning,
of paints.

Response:  The commenter is referred to the response to comment #6a-17.

6a-34. Comment:  The ARB should harmonize the SCM with U.S. EPA’s National AIM Rule.

Response: The commenter is referred to the response to comment #3-17.

6a-35. Comment:  If regulators continue to follow the regulatory course that the SCAQMD has
undertaken, as evidenced by its recent amendments to Rule 1113, they can expect to find
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industry seeking monetary damages in lawsuits, lobbying the state Legislature and
Congress to overturn the regulators’ authority, and using the press to undermine the
public’s confidence.

Response:  If the commenter believes that these actions are the best way to deal with
regulators, the commenter must ultimately do what it feels best to protect its interests.
However, the ARB staff believes that this SCM process is open and fair and affords the
commenter and others every opportunity to express their concerns and objections to the
proposed SCM.  ARB staff would be happy to meet individually with the commenter to
discuss the commenter’s specific concerns.

6a-36. Comment:  Before taking any form of quasi-legislative action, the ARB must first
analyze the environmental and economic effects of the major alternative approaches.

Response:  The ARB staff is fully aware of its legal obligations in proposing this SCM.
The ARB staff has prepared a comprehensive Program EIR and, although not legally
required, will prepare an in-depth economic analysis.  The commenter is referred to the
Draft Program EIR for an analysis of the environmental impacts associated with the
proposed SCM.  The commenter is also referred to Appendix D of the Draft Program EIR
for the technical justification for the proposed VOC limits in the SCM.

6a-37. Comment:  The ARB is bound to follow the CEQA guidelines and CEQA case law when
analyzing the environmental impacts of the proposed SCM.

Response:  The ARB staff is fully aware of the CEQA requirements for preparing an
environmental impact report and analyzing the environmental impacts associated with the
proposed SCM.  The ARB has met and exceeded all CEQA requirements in the
preparation of the Draft Program EIR.

6a-38. Comment:  Prior to offering comments on the SCAQMD’s Rule 1113 amendments and
circulating the proposed SCM, the ARB failed to prepare an EIR-equivalent analyzing
the following environmental impacts of the proposed SCM:  (1) aesthetic impacts of the
first and second set of limits; (2) health and safety impacts thereof; (3) increased
volatility of emissions after the first set of limits; (4) increased reactivity thereafter; (5)
increased emissions thereafter; (6) adverse ozone impacts of substitutes for paint
products; and (7) alternatives.

Response:  The ARB staff disagrees with the commenter’s claims.  CEQA does not
require an agency to prepare “an EIR-equivalent” when expressing an opinion on another
agency’s project.  The ARB staff has released preliminary versions of the SCM at the
various public workshops for discussion purposes.  However, the release of these
versions does not require that “an EIR-equivalent” be prepared.  The preparation of the
appropriate CEQA document is required once the lead agency determines the scope of
the project.  The Draft Program EIR is based on the SCM version that the ARB staff has
determined is the project and comprehensively analyzes the environmental impacts
associated with the proposed SCM.  Aesthetic impacts are addressed in the
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Environmental Impacts Found Not to Be Significant section in Chapter IV of the Draft
Program EIR.  Health and safety impacts are discussed in detail in the Human Health and
Hazards sections, respectively, in Chapter IV of the Draft Program EIR.  Volatility
impacts are addressed in the Low Vapor Pressure section of Chapter V in the Draft
Program EIR.  Potential reactivity impacts are specifically addressed in the More
Reactivity section of Chapter IV of the Draft Program EIR.  This topic is also extensively
addressed in response to comment #1-1.  In addition, the reasons for rejecting a
reactivity-based alternative are addressed in Chapter V of the Draft Program EIR.
The industry issues regarding potential increases in VOC emissions from the proposed
SCM are addressed in the following subsections of the Air Quality section of Chapter IV:
More Thickness, Illegal Thinning, More Priming, More Topcoats, More Touch-ups and
Repair Work, More Frequent Recoating, and Substitution.  Lastly, project alternatives are
addressed at length in Chapter V of the Draft Program EIR.

Furthermore, since the release of the NOP/IS, the ARB staff has dropped the final VOC
limits to allow ARB staff to focus on the interim limits.  The commenter is referred to the
response to comment #2-1.

6a-39. Comment:  The NOP/IS appears not to have addressed aesthetic impacts, health and
safety impacts, and adverse ozone impacts due to substitutes, nor certain alternatives,
including manufacturer disclosures.

Response:  The NOP/IS is a brief notice sent by the lead agency to notify responsible
agencies, trustee agencies, involved federal agencies, and other interested parties that the
lead agency plans to prepare an EIR for a project with potentially significant impacts
(CEQA Guidelines §15082).  The purpose of the NOP/IS is to solicit guidance from those
agencies or parties as to the scope and content of the environmental information to be
included in the EIR.  At this early stage of project development, the NOP/IS is not
intended to evaluate the environmental impacts of the project.  Thus, the NOP/IS for the
proposed SCM was only intended to notify certain government agencies as well as other
affected parties of the fact that ARB was undertaking this project and ARB’s initial
impressions of what potential significant impacts may result from the proposed SCM.  As
to the analysis of the potential impacts associated with the proposed SCM, the commenter
is referred to the Draft Program EIR, which analyzes in detail the aesthetic impacts,
health and safety impacts, ozone impacts due to substitutes, and alternatives.  The
commenter is also referred to the response to comment #6a-38.

6a-40. Comment:  The commenter describes certain rulemaking requirements of the
Administrative Procedure Act (APA), namely the requirement to assess whether a
proposal will affect the elimination of existing businesses or jobs within California, and
to assess the potential for adverse economic impacts on California business enterprises
and individuals.

Response:  As explained in more detail in the response to comment #6a-5, APA
requirements do not apply to the adoption of the SCM by the ARB, since the SCM is not
a “regulation” within the meaning of the APA.
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6a-41. Comment:  The ARB has proposed a draconian regulation without conducting the legally
mandated economic analysis.

Response:  As explained in more detail in the response to comment #6a-5, APA
requirements (including the APA requirements to prepare an economic analysis) do not
apply to the adoption of the SCM by the ARB.  However, the ARB staff plans to conduct
an economic analysis even though it is not legally required, because staff believes that it
is good public policy to do so.

6a-42. Comment:  The ARB has aided and abetted the blunder that the SCAQMD made in its
1999 amendments to Rule 1113.

Response:  The ARB staff disagrees with the commenter’s allegations.  The commenter is
referred to responses to comments #6a-1, #6a-4, #6a-14, #6a-17, #6a-19, #6a-21, #6a-22,
#6a-23, #6a-24, and #6a-25.

6a-43. Comment:  The ARB should get out of the business of regulating the paint industry and
leave it to U.S. EPA.  If it stays in the game, ARB should harmonize its SCM with U.S.
EPA’s National AIM Rule, most district rules, and its own 1981 and 1984 actions.  ARB
must not take any further action until it conducts its own environmental review under
CEQA and its own economic review under the Administrative Procedures Act.

Response:  Regarding the harmonization of the SCM with the U.S. EPA’s National AIM
Rule, the commenter is referred to responses to comments #6a-1, #6a-2, #6a-17,
#6a-25 - #6a-30, and #6a-34.

Regarding the comment that the ARB conduct the appropriate environmental and
economic analysis, the commenter is referred to responses to comments #6a-5, #6a-36,
#6a-37, #6a-38, #6a-40, and #6a-41.
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COMMENT LETTER #6b
Law Offices of Smiland and Khachigian

August 17, 1999

6b-1. Comment:  The commenter requests a complete bibliography of any studies, articles,
reports, or other documents to support the statement in the NOP/IS that ambient VOC
concentrations cause coughing, sneezing, headaches, etc.

Response:  The statement in the NOP/IS is from Davis, R. K., L. V. Urban, and G. S.
Stacy, 1977.  Environmental Impact Analysis:  A New Decision in Decision Making.
Van Nostrand Reinhold Co, New York, New York.  The ARB staff notes that the term
“VOC” is a generic one that includes many different compounds such as benzene,
toluene, and xylenes.  Many solvents used in architectural coatings formulations are
VOCs.  The health effects mentioned in the NOP/IS are caused by an individual’s
exposure to one or more individual VOCs in the ambient air.  There are numerous studies
documenting the acute, chronic, and carcinogenic health effects of various VOCs, more
than are possible to list here.  However, for examples of studies of health effects of VOC
solvents found in architectural coatings, the commenter is referred to the following
studies:

Baker, E.L., R.E. Letz, E.A. Eisen, L.J. Pothier, D.L. Plantamura, M. Larson, and
R.Wolford.  Neurobehavioral Effects of Solvents in Construction Workers.  Journal of
Occupational Medicine 30(2):116-123, 1988.

Bolla, K.I., B.S. Schwartz, W. Stewart, J. Rignani, J. Agnew, and D.P. Ford.  Comparison
of Neurobehavioral Function in Workers Exposed to a Mixture of Organic and Inorganic
Lead and in Workers Exposed to Solvents.  American Journal of Industrial Medicine
27:231-246, 1995.

Mikkelsen, S.  Epidemiological Update on Solvent Neurotoxicity.  Environmental
Research 73:101-112, 1997.

Olson, B.A.  Effects of Organic Solvents on Behavioral Performance of Workers in the
Paint Industry.  Neurobehavioral Toxicology and Teratology 4(6):703-708, 1982.

6b-2. Comment:  The commenter supports consideration of the seven project alternatives listed
in the NOP/IS, especially the low vapor pressure and reactivity alternatives.

Response:  The Draft Program EIR comprehensively analyzes all project alternatives in
Chapter V.  The commenter is also referred to the response to comment #1-9.

6b-3. Comment:  The ARB must analyze the non-renewable resources impacts resulting from
the use of non-paint alternatives such as vinyl or aluminum siding or interior wall
coverings, in lieu of unsatisfactory paints.
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Response:  Based on the ARB staff’s analysis and the NTS study, implementation of the
proposed SCM is not expected to result in substitution of low-VOC coatings with non-
paint alternatives.  Commercially available coatings that meet the proposed SCM VOC
content limits perform comparably to conventional coatings in a variety of applications
(see Appendix D, Appendix E and Table IV-2 in Chapter IV of the Program EIR).  It is
highly speculative that users will abandon paints altogether for non-paint substitutes
when compliant performing coatings are available.  Further, the commenter provides no
evidence that this scenario will actually occur.  Therefore, ARB staff does not anticipate
significant non-renewable resources impacts from the proposed SCM.  The commenter is
referred to the Environmental Impacts Found Not To Be Significant section of Chapter
IV.

6b-4. Comment:  The Draft Program EIR must analyze aesthetics impacts resulting from the
ban of over 90 percent of all architectural coatings.

Response:  ARB staff does not agree that implementation of the SCM will result in a ban
of paints (the commenter is referred to the responses to comments #6a-4, #6a-14, and
#6a-17).  Based upon information gathered by ARB staff on currently available
compliant products, which have performance characteristics comparable to conventional
coatings, significant aesthetic impacts are not expected.  The commenter is referred to
Appendix E and the related summary tables in Chapter IV of the Program EIR.  The
commenter is also referred to the Environmental Impacts Found Not to Be Significant
section in Chapter IV of the Draft Program EIR.

6b-5. Comment:  The NOP/IS fails to adequately address the potential health and safety
impacts of the project as well as increased reactivity, increased volatility, and increased
emissions, and that the Draft Program EIR must address substantially more impacts than
those identified in the NOP/IS.

Response:  The ARB staff believes that the Draft Program EIR, pursuant to CEQA,
comprehensively analyzes all of the potential impacts mentioned by the commenter.  See
the response to comment #6a-38.
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COMMENT LETTER #7
Textured Coatings of America (TCA)

June 24, 1999

7-1. Comment:  ARB should establish specialty coatings categories for concrete protective,
anti-graffiti, specialty primer, and mastic textured coatings at the recommended VOC
limits of 400, 600, 350, and 300 g/l, respectively.  For each category, the commenter
provides technical justification for the coating and why lower VOC coatings are not an
adequate substitute; the additional VOC emissions that would be associated with the
coatings at the recommended VOC levels; and why the averaging provisions cannot be
effectively used to keep these coatings in the market.

Response:  The commenter is referred to the response to comment #7-2 for concrete
protective coatings.  For anti-graffiti coatings, our analysis did not identify a need for a
separate anti-graffiti limit.  We are aware of both permanent and sacrificial anti-graffiti
coatings that meet proposed SCM limits for IM coatings.  In fact, some anti-graffiti
coatings are well below the proposed limits for flat and non-flat coatings, and some are
zero or near-zero VOC.  The sales weighted average VOC for anti-graffiti coatings in
ARB’s 1998 architectural coatings survey is 225 g/l, and the sales weighted average VOC
for water based anti-graffiti coatings is 92 g/l.  For specialty primers, we have added a
new category with a limit of 350 g/l.  For mastic textured coatings, the VOC limit in the
SCM has been revised to be 300 g/l.  The commenter is referred to the response to
comment #1-10 and #2-6 for the averaging provision comment.

7-2. Comment:  Concrete Protective Coatings – a VOC content of 400 g/l is required to
achieve the desired performance and application characteristics.  Low-VOC coatings
cannot penetrate form oils and release agent materials used in the forming of the concrete
and thus do not have good adhesion.
 
 Response: The commenter is referred to a discussion of this category in Appendix E of
the Draft Program EIR.  Staff is aware of numerous waterproofing sealer products that
meet the proposed VOC limit of 250 g/l.  In addition, we believe the lower VOC products
will adhere well with proper surface preparation.  As with all coatings, the surface needs
to be properly prepared prior to application of a coating for optimal performance.  Thus,
ARB does not believe it is necessary to have a separate category for these coatings.
 

7-3. Comment:  With the increased use of tilt-up concrete (pre-formed concrete that is
delivered to a building site and “tilted up”), VOC emissions will increase due to frequent
repainting.
 
 Response:  Concrete should be allowed to cure for 30 to 60 days before coating, and the
moisture content should be no higher than 15 percent to ensure success.  Moisture is a
common cause of coatings failing to properly adhere on concrete.  If moisture can
penetrate cured concrete it will leach out alkaline salts that can react with the resin in
many coatings causing early adhesion failure.  A test for moisture migration should be
conducted if a moisture condition is suspected.
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 Release compound is formulated to weather off within a relatively short time, and should
decompose by the time the concrete has cured to the correct moisture content.  It is only
necessary to brush off the decomposed release compound before coating.  Release
compound not decomposed by weathering must be removed before coating for proper
adhesion.  Water or abrasive blasting will effectively remove release compound.
 
 A review of product data sheets indicates there are products for the specific applications
indicated by the commenter that comply with the proposed standard.  For all but one
product, use instructions direct the applicator to allow the concrete to fully cure, as
specified above.
 

7-4. Comment:  Because the company is a manufacturer of specialty coatings, it cannot use
the averaging provision.  A company needs diverse product lines to use an averaging
provision.
 
 Response:  Participation in the averaging program would be optional if such a provision
is included in the final SCM.  We have noted the commenter’s concern and may be able
to address it if an averaging program is developed.  For example, a trading provision
would allow such manufacturers to purchase credits from manufacturers with broader
product lines.  We encourage the commenter to participate in the development of the
provision.
 

7-5. Comment:  The commenter claims that its anti-graffiti coatings at a VOC content limit of
600 g/l provide the only effective protection for surfaces that cannot be recoated (e.g.,
murals).

Response:  The ARB staff has found permanent anti-graffiti systems that comply with the
proposed SCM VOC content limits.  The commenter is referred to the responses to
comments #3-10 and #7-1.

7-6. Comment:  The commenter asserts that the use of its anti-graffiti coatings will reduce
VOC emissions associated with frequent repainting as compared to other systems with
VOC content limits below 600 g/l.  An exemption should be granted because the 1998
CARB survey shows that the usage associated with anti-graffiti coatings is so small.
 
 Response:  We agree that anti-graffiti products are a relatively small source of VOC
emissions compared to other categories of architectural coatings and that anti-graffiti
paints can prevent the emissions associated with repainting to cover graffiti.  However,
numerous low-VOC anti-graffiti products are available that provide the same benefits as
higher VOC anti-graffiti products.  As in the responses to comment # 7-1 and # 7-5,
numerous manufacturers produce both sacrificial and permanent anti-graffiti coatings that
comply with the limits for flat and non-flat coatings in the SCM.  Many of those products
are zero-VOC or near zero-VOC products.
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7-7. Comment:  Because the company is a manufacturer of specialty coatings, it cannot use
the averaging provision.  A company needs diverse product lines to use an averaging
provision.

Response:  The commenter is referred to the response to comment # 7-4.

7-8. Comment:  Specialty Primers – lower VOC products cannot penetrate form oils on tilt
ups.
 Response:  The commenter is referred to the response to comment # 7-2.
 

7-9. Comment:  Because the company is a manufacturer of specialty coatings, it cannot use
the averaging provision.  A company needs diverse product lines to use an averaging
provision.
 
 Response:  The commenter is referred to the response to comment # 7-4.
 

7-10. Comment:  Mastic Textured Coatings – a solvent film will stay wet longer than a latex
mastic and will accept coating application for uniformity.  VOC emissions will increase
from frequent repainting associated with the use of low-VOC compliant mastics.
 
 Response:  The proposed VOC limit for this category has been revised to 300 g/l, the
level suggested by the commenter.  This is the level most commonly found in California
district architectural coatings rules.
 

7-11. Comment:  Because the company is a manufacturer of specialty coatings, it cannot use
the averaging provision.  A company needs diverse product lines to use an averaging
provision.

 Response:  The commenter is referred to the response to comment # 7-4.
 

7-12. Comment:  If the proposed SCM limits go into effect, TCA will have to close down its
Los Angeles factory and relocate it outside the state.

Response:  We believe the limits proposed are technologically feasible.  It is an
individual manufacturer’s decision to reformulate or exit the market.  However, mastic
texture coatings represent the bulk of product volume produced by TCA, and we have
revised the VOC limit for that category back to 300 g/l, the most common limit currently
in effect in California districts with architectural coatings rules.  That is also the VOC
limit for that category under the National Rule.  Thus, the proposed SCM limits may not
impact TCA.



C- 49

COMMENT LETTER #8
Ameron International

July 20, 1999

8-1. Comment: There is a need for a chemical storage tank coating category in the proposed
SCM.
 
 Response:  The commenter is referred to comment # 5-1.
 

8-2. Comment:  There is a need for a nuclear coating category in the proposed SCM.
 
 Response:  Although the nuclear coatings category is not large, we do not believe a
separate category with a higher VOC limit is necessary.  We have identified several
nuclear coatings for both concrete and steel that meet the 250 g/l VOC limit for IM
coatings.  ARB staff collected information on nuclear coatings in its 1998 architectural
coatings survey and found that the sales weighted average VOC level for those coatings
was 50 g/l.
 

8-3. Comment:  The definition of tint base needs to be clarified.
 
 Response:  The definition has been revised in response to the comment.
 

8-4. Comment:  The commenter cannot envision that technology will advance to the point to
meet the 2006 IM limit.

Response:  The limit initially proposed for 2006 is no longer being proposed at this time.

8-5. Comment:  The commenter believes that in order to meet the 2002 IM limit, some
provisions (e.g., averaging and low volume usage) have to be made for low volume, non-
compliant use products.
 
Response:  The final SCM may include an averaging provision that will provide
compliance flexibility while preserving emission reductions.  To provide additional time
for compliance, the proposed effective date for the IM limit has been extended to 2004.

8-6. Comment:  Some consideration must be given to atmospheric conditions during the
application of coatings.  While the South Coast has a very moderate climate that lends
itself to easier coatings applications, high temperatures, low temperatures, and high
humidity environments can exist in the rest of California.  The commenter believes that
higher VOC limits are needed for applications under these extreme conditions, and
suggests that 340 g/l may be appropriate.

Response:  We have committed to evaluating the influence of climatic conditions on
coating applications and have requested relevant information from coating manufacturers.
To date, we have received very little information upon which to base such an evaluation.
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However, based upon the information received to date, the proposed VOC limits are
technically feasible under varying climatic conditions.
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COMMENT LETTER #9
Euclid Chemical Co.

July 9, 1999

9-1. Comment:  There is a need for a separate category regarding curing and sealing
compounds at 700 g/l.

Response:  The commenter is referred to a discussion of this category in Appendix E of
the Draft Program EIR.  There are a number of formulation technologies available that
can meet the 350 g/l concrete curing compound limit while providing the needed curing
and sealing of the concrete.  Thus, staff does not think this category with a 700 g/l limit is
warranted.
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COMMENT LETTER #10
The Valspar Corporation

July 22, 1999

10-1. Comment:  The proposed limits will likely eliminate a number of important coatings,
which will protect homes and commercial buildings throughout California.
 
 Response:  The 1998 ARB Architectural Coatings Survey showed large market shares of
products in the flat and non-flat categories that would comply with the proposed limits.
Our evaluation of product information showed that there is a wide variety of product
types that would comply with the proposed limits with performance characteristics
similar to higher VOC coatings.
 

10-2. Comment:  The flat 2001 limit of 100 g/l may allow for the use of medium quality paints,
but high-performing paints will not be available.  Compliant flats will have repeated
washing, application, and freeze-thaw problems.  These problems are even more of a
concern with compliant flats meeting the 50 g/l limit.
 
 Response:  Our survey of product information indicates that a variety of manufacturers
have been able to use available technology to achieve desirable properties for flat
coatings with VOC levels at or below 100 g/l.  Our survey indicates that there are a
number of existing interior and exterior coatings that meet the proposed limit that are
marketed as premium quality coatings.  Further, the product information indicates that
there are complying coatings with excellent scrub resistance and durability.  Also, there
are complying coatings that allow for low temperature application and products with
good freeze-thaw resistance.  The 50 g/l limit is no longer being proposed at this time.
 

10-3. Comment:  The 2002 and 2006 limits for nonflats have the same problems, especially
with freeze-thaw, film building, and film durability.
 
 Response:  The limit initially proposed for 2002 is now proposed for 2003, and the 2006
limit is no longer being proposed at this time.
 
 Our survey of product information sheets indicates that there are a number of complying
interior and exterior low and medium gloss coatings that are identified by their
manufacturers as premium quality coatings.  Further, the product information indicates
that there are complying coatings with excellent durability, washability, and abrasion
resistance.  Also, there are complying products that allow for low temperature application
and products with very good block resistance.  Available information also suggests that
the 150 g/l limit allows for the formulation of non-flat coatings with sufficient freeze-
thaw resistance.  Our survey of product information indicates that a variety of
manufacturers have been able to use available technology to achieve a balance in
desirable properties for the low and medium gloss paints with VOC levels at or below
150 g/l.  The proposed effective date of January 1, 2003, will allow sufficient time for
formulation of high gloss products with VOC content of 150 g/l that are comparable to
higher VOC products over a broad range of performance characteristics.
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10-4. Comment:  The ARB is encouraged to more thoroughly investigate the effects of VOC
reduction for flats and nonflats.
 
 Response:  ARB staff performed an extensive technical evaluation on the feasibility of
the proposed limits for flat and nonflat coatings as part of the development of the SCM.
 

10-5. Comment:  The VOC limits for floor coatings at 100 g/l (2002) and 50 g/l (2006) are too
low for acceptable floor paints.
 
 Response:  The SCM no longer proposes a 50 g/l limit.  Results of the ARB Architectural
Coatings Survey indicate that about 128 floor coating products would comply with the
proposed 100 g/l limit; those products represent about 35 percent of the market.
Although the highest performance for floor coatings is provided by two-component
formulations (epoxies and urethanes), there are many single-component floor coatings
available that comply with the proposed limit of 100 g/l.
 

10-6. Comment:  The quick-dry enamel limit should be at least 400 g/l because waterborne
enamels do not dry fast enough, are not high enough in gloss, and do not have block
resistance.
 
 Response:  We were able to identify, through product information sheets published by
coatings manufacturers, a number of coatings that appear to meet the gloss and dry time
criteria of quick-dry enamels and have VOC levels at or below 250 g/l.  One of those
coatings was described as having very-good non-blocking characteristics, demonstrating
that current technology provides the ability to include such characteristics in a coating
formulation.

In addition, independent laboratory studies conducted by NTS and Harlan and Associates
identified commercially-available coatings with VOC levels at or below 250 g/l that meet
the gloss and dry time criteria of quick dry enamels.  Results of laboratory tests of block
resistance for those lower VOC coatings (giving the most weight to the recent NTS tests
which better reflect current technology) indicate that some of the lower-VOC coatings
tested performed as well or better than high-VOC coatings.  Those results suggest that
some manufacturers have been able to formulate and market high gloss, quick drying
coatings with good block resistance that meet the proposed 250 g/l limit.

10-7. Comment:  A separate specialty primer category should be established with a VOC limit
of 400 g/l.  Waterborne primers do not prevent water-soluble stains like wood tannins and
smoke stains from bleeding through.

 Response:   A review of available product data sheets indicates there are water-based
specialty primers below 350 g/l available that are recommended for use on water
damaged substrates, and which make claims of preventing the recurrence of water soluble
stains.  Product data sheet review also indicates that solvent-based specialty primers are
available with a VOC content of 350 g/l or less which make similar claims.
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10-8. Comment:  A separate category entitled masonry conditioners and sealers with a VOC
limit of 550 g/l should be established.  Waterborne primers do not penetrate chalky
substrates.

Response: We have established a category for specialty primers, as discussed in response
to comment #10-7. The specialty primer category, with a proposed VOC limit of 350 g/l,
includes those products that are for use on excessively chalky substrates.

10-9. Comment:  The proposed SCM limit for semi-transparent stains of 250 g/l is to low.
Waterborne semi-transparent stains open the wood’s grain and dries too fast.
 
 Response:  Until recently, waterborne stains were typically based on acrylic emulsions.
Unfortunately, those formulations result in more grain raising and shorter open times than
conventional solvent-borne alkyd and oil based systems.  With new technology (e.g.
alkyd/acrylic hybrid polymers, alkyd-modified acrylics, and modified acrylic/water
dispersible drying oil formulations) excellent open times and virtually no grain raising are
possible.
 

10-10. Comment:  The proposed SCM limit for waterproofing wood sealers of 250 g/l is too
low.  Subsequent coats of waterborne sealers do not adhere well.
 
 Response:  The technology assessment performed by ARB staff was the basis for the
proposed limit.  Staff does not believe the limit is too low.  The ARB survey results
indicate the availability of 95 products, representing 13 percent of the market, which
would comply with the proposed limit.  Regarding the ability of second coats to adhere
well, this can be said of many coating formulations regardless of the specific category.
Many coating technologies have specific limitations on the “recoat window,” the
timeframe in which a second coat must be applied.  For some waterborne wood sealers,
the second coat must be applied “wet-on-wet.”   The waterproofing technology of certain
products cause water to bead up and run off treated surfaces.  As the treated surface ages,
this characteristic will be lost, and subsequent coats of the same products are possible and
should adhere well.
 

10-11. Comment:  The ARB staff should research the technological possibilities of achieving the
proposed limits while considering whether they are widely available for all applications.

Response:  Such a technical evaluation was performed in the development of the SCM.
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COMMENT LETTER #11
Sierra Performance Coatings

July 22, 1999

11-1. Comment:  The proposed SCM limits for IM coatings of 250 g/l are too high and the
compliance date of 2002 is too late.  The technology exists today to meet this limit.  The
limit should be 100 g/l starting 01/01/01.

Response:  The proposed limit and timeframe for compliance were developed for a broad
range of product types and applications.  The commenter is also referred to the response
to comments #5-1, #11-2, and #11-7.

11-2. Comment:  The proposed limit fails to adopt “best available controls” pursuant to §183(e)
of the CAA.
 
 Response:  Section 183 (e) of the Clean Air Act (CAA) requires the Administrator of the
U.S. EPA to promulgate regulations requiring “best available controls,” as defined in
CAA section (e)(1)(A).  This CAA provision applies only to the Administrator of the
U.S. EPA.  It does not apply to the ARB.  However, the commenter may not be making a
legal point; the basic thrust of this comment seems to be that the ARB could adopt more
stringent VOC limits for certain product categories.  Response # 2-1 explains why the
ARB has chosen to address only the interim limits at this time and to postpone
consideration of the final limits until after completion of this project.
 

11-3. Comment:  The SCAQMD’s Phase II Assessment of the NTS study indicates that low-
VOC products generally perform just as well as high VOC products.
 
 Response:  The ARB staff’s review of the NTS data shows that a number of low-VOC
IM products have a number of performance characteristics that are comparable to those
of higher-VOC coatings.  ARB staff has proposed a VOC limit and compliance
timeframe that considers the broad range of product types and applications in the IM
category.
 

11-4. Comment:  High performance, low-VOC paint products are commercially available, and
there have been tremendous advances in raw materials technology over the last five
years, so that low-VOC resins and curing agents are now common.
 
 Response:  The commenter is referred to the response to comment #11-3.
 

11-5. Comment:  The widespread commercial availability of high-performance, low-VOC
products demonstrates that a VOC content limit of 100 g/l is technologically and
commercially feasible.
 
 Response:  The ARB staff agrees that high-performance, low-VOC products are
commercially available.  The commenter is referred to the response to comment #11-1
regarding the 100 g/l VOC limit.
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11-6. Comment:  The SCAQMD’s Phase II Assessment of the NTS study indicates that zero-

VOC products perform best overall.

 Response:  The commenter is referred to the response to comment #11-3.
 

11-7. Comment:  The SCAQMD, in its 1999 amendments to Rule 1113, identified some 55
commercially available high-performance IM coatings at 100 g/l.
 
 Response:  The industrial maintenance coatings category covers a very broad range of
coating uses and coating formulations.  The proposed VOC limit of 250 g/l and the
proposed effective date (revised to January 1, 2004) would provide more opportunity for
a broader variety of coating formulations to be available in the future to meet those varied
needs.  For example, the current alkyd formulations are solvent-based in the vicinity of
400 g/l.  We are aware of efforts to develop low-VOC alkyd formulations, including
water-reducible alkyds.  We believe that the proposal would allow resin and coating
manufacturers to continue to develop different types of low-VOC coatings.  This would
ultimately provide more flexibility to industrial end-users to address specific coating
needs in the future.
 

11-8. Comment:  The commenter objects to an averaging provision, stating that it is a loophole
with potential for circumvention of the standards.
 
 Response:  The averaging provision, if included in the final SCM, is an option available
to manufacturers that would allow compliance flexibility without compromising the
emission reductions that would have been achieved in the absence of averaging.  The
averaging provision would not provide a loophole because it would establish reporting
requirements and a violation provision to ensure compliance.  The commenter is referred
to Chapter V of the Draft Program EIR.
 

11-9. Comment:  VOCs are the main component in forming ground-level ozone.  Additionally,
the commenter notes the harmful health affects associated with exposure of individuals to
unhealthful ozone levels.

Response:  The ARB staff agrees that VOC emissions, along with NOx emissions, are the
main contributors to the formation of unhealthful ground-level ozone.  The ARB staff
also agrees that exposure to unhealthful ozone levels can cause a multitude of health
problems.  The commenter is referred to Chapter III of the Draft Program EIR as well as
the response to comment #6b-1.

11-10. Comment:  Studies have shown that painters exposed to solvents in paints can suffer a
multitude of adverse health effects.

Response:  The ARB staff is familiar with these studies and believes that they provide
additional support for the need to reduce or replace more hazardous/toxic solvents in
coatings with less hazardous/toxic solvents.  Currently, it appears that reducing hazardous
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ingredients in paints is the trend among resin manufacturers and coatings formulators
when reformulating higher-VOC coatings to low-VOC compliant coatings.  The
commenter is referred to the “Human Health” section of Chapter IV in the Draft Program
EIR.

11-11. Comment:  The proposed SCM fails to adopt the “best available controls” and is
therefore inconsistent with ARB’s duty under the federal Clean Air Act.  The ARB
should lower the VOC limit for IM coatings to 100 g/l and should implement the SCM
before January 1, 2001.

Response:  The commenter is referred to comment #11-1 and 11-2.
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COMMENT LETTER #12
Flame Control Coatings, Inc.

July 12, 1999

12-1. Comment:  The proposed VOC limits for fire retardant coatings are lower than the fire
retardant coating industry can achieve at the present time.  The limits should be 350 g/l
for pigmented coatings and 650 g/l for clear coatings.
 
 Response:  In an earlier version of the SCM, we proposed lower VOC limits for fire-
retardant coatings, based on survey information.  We subsequently returned those limits
to the existing limits in district rules (i.e., 350 g/l for opaque coatings and 650 g/l for
clear coatings) after further research into reformulation options.
 

12-2. Comment:  The definition of fire retardant coatings should be clarified.
 
 Response:  Our investigation has verified the commenter’s points and we have modified
the definition accordingly.
 

12-3. Comment:  Flame Control Coatings is a world leader in fire retardant paints, varnishes,
and mastics.
 
 Response:  No response is necessary.
 

12-4. Comment:  If the limits are not raised as requested, Flame Control Coatings will no
longer be able to sell its products in California.

Response:  The commenter is referred to the response to comment #12-1.



C- 59

COMMENT LETTER #13a
Wm. Zinsser & Co., Inc.

July 21, 1999

13a-1. Comment:  The commenter is opposed to the change in the definition of shellac to
include natural resins.  This will lead to confusion and create a loophole for
manufacturers.

Response:  We agree with the commenter and have, therefore, changed the shellac
definition back to its previous wording.  Shellacs shall include only those coatings that
are solely formulated with the resinous secretions of the lac beetle (Laccifer lacca),
which is how shellac has been defined for hundreds of years.  The proposed definition is
consistent with the 1989 SCM’s shellac definition, and is the most common shellac
definition found in the California districts’ architectural coatings rules.  Since the shellac
category has been regulated for many years and the VOC limit is relatively high, it is
important that we limit the definition so that the SCM’s emission reductions are not
compromised.  Coatings containing other natural resins may continue to use the most
applicable coating category, just as they have in the past.  We believe that any substantial
change to the definition will not only confuse consumers, but also may reduce the
estimated emission reductions from the SCM.
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COMMENT LETTER #13b
Wm. Zinsser & Co., Inc.

July 12, 1999

13b-1. Comment:  The commenter is opposed to the change in the definition of shellac to
include natural resins.  This will lead to confusion and create a loophole for
manufacturers.

Response:  The commenter is referred to the response to comment #13a-1.
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COMMENT LETTER #13c
Wm. Zinsser & Co., Inc.

July 9, 1999

13c-1. Comment:  The commenter is opposed to the change in the definition of shellac to
include natural resins.  This will lead to confusion and create a loophole for
manufacturers.

Response:  The commenter is referred to the response to comment #13a-1.
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COMMENT LETTER #14
Zehrung Brands

July 15, 1999

14-1. Comment:  The commenter is opposed to the change in the definition of shellac to
include natural resins.  This will lead to confusion and create a loophole for
manufacturers.  Lower VOC coatings will be relabeled as shellacs to get higher VOC
limit.
 
 Response:  The commenter is referred to comment #13a-1.
 

14-2. Comment:  If the new shellac definition becomes law, 550 g/l VOC alcohol-based
non-shellac primers will begin to displace the more commonly used solvent-based alkyd
formulations.
 
 Response:  The commenter is referred to the response to comment #13a-1.
 

14-3. Comment:  Solvent-based alkyd primers will be replaced because pure shellac
formulations have unique characteristics and are expensive.
 
 Response:  The commenter is referred to the response to comment #13a-1.
 

14-4. Comment:  The shellac definition should be restored.
 
 Response:  The commenter is referred to the response to comment #13a-1.
 

14-5. Comment:  Non-shellac products could replace shellacs.  Massive substitution could
occur leading eventually to a lowering of the VOC for this category or elimination of the
shellac category.
 
 Response:  The commenter is referred to the response to comment #13a-1.
 

14-6. Comment:  Has the ARB explored the ramifications of mandating label wording, in this
case requiring a category of products be labeled or identified as “shellac,” when in fact
the products do not have shellac in them?

Response:  The commenter is referred to the response to comment #13a-1.
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COMMENT LETTER #15
AKZO Nobel
June 25, 1999

15-1. Comment:  For the definition of low solids coating, is the volatile component measured
by weight or volume?
 
 Response:  The definition for that category has been revised.  The definition no longer
requires that at least half of the volatile component be water.
 

15-2. Comment:  The ARB should include methyl acetate in the list of exempted low-reactive
organic compounds.

Response:  The list has been revised in response to the comment.
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COMMENT LETTER #16
TruServ Manufacturing Co.

July 15, 1999

16-1. Comment:  The proposed SCM VOC content limits are based on incomplete and
inaccurate information.  More consideration should be given to the rulemaking process
before the SCM is adopted.
 
 Response:  The commenter is referred to the responses to comments #3-13 and #3-16.
 

16-2. Comment:  Inaccuracies in the 1998 ARB survey must be reviewed and corrected before
they are taken as fact.
 
 Response:  The survey has been very carefully reviewed for inaccuracies.  The survey
was finalized in September 1999 and made available to the public.  The 1998 survey
provides the most current and accurate information on architectural coatings in
California.  The survey was only one of many elements that we considered in our analysis
of the feasibility of the proposed limits.
 

16-3. Comment:  Most of the alternatives listed in the NOP/IS are unusable.  In particular the
commenter notes:  (1) almost no manufacturers can use the averaging alternative; (2) the
low vapor-pressure alternative would be of little benefit; and (3) the seasonal alternative
would be a logistical nightmare.
 
 Response:  Each of the project alternatives mentioned in the NOP/IS, as well as
additional alternatives suggested by industry during the development of the proposed
SCM, are comprehensively analyzed in Chapter V of the Draft Program EIR.
 

16-4. Comment:  Paint is used not only for decoration, but for protection of surfaces.  The
commenter also states that painting contractors have said at various workshops that
coatings at current VOC limits exhibit only marginal performance.  It is not known what
further lowering of the VOC content will bring because there will not be enough time to
reformulate and test reduced-VOC products.

Response:  The ARB staff disagrees with the commenter’s assertion.  According to the
product data sheets analyzed by the ARB staff, many compliant low-VOC coatings
perform comparably to conventional coatings in a variety of applications (see the tables
in Appendix E and the related summary tables in Chapter IV of the Program EIR).  In
addition, the SCAQMD’s NTS study shows that overall, coatings that meet the SCM
VOC content limits exhibit similar performance characteristics as conventional coatings.

16-5. Comment:  According to the SCAQMD’s NTS study, compliant low-VOC nonflats are
freeze-thaw unstable.  This will lead to increased traffic impacts because out-of-state
manufacturers would have to deliver products during the three high ozone seasons to
avoid freezing en route.
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 Response:  Significant adverse traffic impacts are not expected due to freeze-thaw
problems.  First, it is improbable that an additional 350 heavy-duty truck trips (deliveries)
per day would occur at any one location as a result of restricting shipping to three
seasons.  Second, manufacturers of low-VOC resin technology indicate that the inclusion
of surfactants will help eliminate freeze-thaw problems.  The commenter is referred to the
Transportation/ Circulation section of Chapter IV in the Draft Program EIR.
 

16-6. Comment:  The ARB should consider:  (1) adding more subcategories to nonflats;
(2) extending the 2002 limits to 2004; (3) dropping the 2006 limits and revisiting them at
a later date; and (4) extending the SCM adoption date to June 2000.

Response:  With regard to adding more subcategories for nonflats, the commenter is
referred to the response to comment #2-12.  Regarding extending the 2002 limits to 2004,
dropping the 2006 limits, and extending the SCM adoption date to June 2000, the
commenter is referred to the responses to comments #2-1 and  #3-2.



C- 66

COMMENT LETTER #17
Metropolitan Water District of Southern California (MWD)

July 7, 1999

17-1. Comment:  The ARB should more closely align the proposed SCM to match the
SCAQMD’s Rule 1113.  The proposed SCM should include an essential public service
coating (EPSC) category analogous to that in Rule 1113.

Response:  The ARB staff has conducted a thorough technology assessment of the
proposed limit for IM coatings.  Based on our review, we have concluded that coatings
that meet the proposed limit are technologically and commercially available and that such
complying coatings perform as well as higher VOC IM coatings.  To allow time for
essential public service agencies to complete administrative processes before low VOC
coatings can be used, we have delayed the proposed effective date until January 1, 2004.
This extension would avoid the need to provide essential public services a higher VOC
limit until they receive approval to use complying coatings.  Although the time frame for
compliance is not exactly the same as the SCAQMD’s EPSC category, the additional
time should provide the relief the commenter is seeking.

17-2. Comment:  Compliant IM coatings that can meet the 2002 and 2006 limits may not be
available.

Response:  The commenter is referred to the response to comment #17-1.

17-3. Comment:  MWD has established a rigorous performance-testing program to evaluate
coatings prior to their approval for use on MWD structures.  The process involves two to
three years of lab testing and an additional three years of field testing.  The proposed
SCM limits will have a severe impact on MWD’s approved coatings.

Response: The commenter is referred to the response to comment #17-1

17-4. Comment:  To provide adequate time for the recommendation and testing of compliant
low-VOC coatings, MWD recommends that an EPSC category with a limit of 340 g/l
until 2006.

Response: The commenter is referred to the response to comment #17-1.

17-5. Comment:  Once the proposed SCM IM limits go into effect, MWD will not be able to
patch and repair previously painted structures with high VOC paint.  As a result, MWD
may have to strip the structure and repaint, resulting in higher VOC emissions.

Response:  The commenter is referred to the response to comment #17-1.  The delayed
proposed effective date will apply to all IM uses, including patch and repair.
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17-6. Comment:  The proposed EPSC category and modified VOC content limit would help
alleviate this concern.

Response: The commenter is referred to the response to comment #17-1.

17-7. Comment:  Attachment 3 – Architectural Coatings - % reduction in coatings at 2002 and
2006 limits.

Response:  Comment noted.

17-8. Comment:  Attachment 3 – Immersion Coatings - % reduction in coatings at 2002 and
2006 limits.

Response:  Comment noted.
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COMMENT LETTER #18
State of California, Department of Transportation (Caltrans)

June 22, 1999

18-1. Comment:  90 percent of coatings used by Caltrans meet the proposed SCM IM 2002
limit.  However, Caltrans still needs higher VOC coatings for some applications.  There
are no suitable replacement coatings for the necessary higher VOC coatings.

Response:  The commenter is referred to the response to comment #17-1.

18-2. Comment:  The 2002 limit of 250 g/l should be extended to 2005, and the 2006 limit of
100 g/l should be extended to 2008.

Response: The commenter is referred to the response to comment #17-1.

18-3. Comment:  Alternatively, if dates cannot be delayed, the proposed SCM should include
an ESPC category analogous to SCAQMD’s Rule 1113.

Response: The commenter is referred to the response to comment #17-1.

18-4. Comment:  Caltrans could comply with the 250 g/l 2002 IM limit today if end-user
averaging could be utilized.

Response:  An optional averaging provision available to manufacturers of architectural
coatings may be added to the SCM.  However, averaging for end-users would not be
enforceable, and probably would not be approvable by the U.S. EPA as a State
Implementation Plan revision.
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COMMENT LETTER #19
County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County (LACSD)

July 22, 1999

19-1. Comment:  Coatings that perform well at other industrial facilities may not perform at
wastewater facilities due to the unique, severely corrosive conditions that can exist.

Response:  The commenter is referred to the response to comment #5-1.

19-2. Comment:  If low and zero-VOC IM coatings perform satisfactorily in the lab and the
field, LACSD will incorporate into its coating specifications.  If problems arise, LACSD
has been assured by the SCAQMD that Rule 1113 will be revised by raising limits and
including exemptions.

Response:  Comment noted.

19-3. Comment:  LACSD seeks reassurance from the ARB that SCM will also be revised based
on the outcome of the SCAQMD’s technology assessments.

Response:  We will closely monitor SCAQMD’s work in this area, and conduct our own
assessment one year before the 250 g/l limit goes into effect in 2004.

19-4. Comment:  This provision is included as footnote c to Table 1 of the proposed SCM and
should be included in the final SCM.

Response:  We will recommend that the provision be included in the Board Resolution
for the SCM if approved.
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COMMENT LETTER #20
Multi-Agency

Metropolitan Water District of Southern California (MWD)
California Department of Water Resources (DWR)

State of California, Department of Transportation (Caltrans)
Los Angeles Department of Water and Power (LADWP)

July 21, 1999

20-1. Comment:  The ARB should more closely align the proposed SCM to match the
SCAQMD’s Rule 1113.  The proposed SCM should include an essential public service
coating (EPSC) category analogous to Rule 1113.

Response:  The commenter is referred to the response to comment #17-1.

20-2. Comment:  Concerned with the availability of compliant IM coatings that can meet the
2002 and 2006 limits.

Response:  The commenter is referred to the response to comment #17-1.

20-3. Comment:  The agencies have established a rigorous performance-testing program to
evaluate coatings prior to their approval for use on their structures.  The process involves
two to three years of lab testing and an additional three years of field testing.  The
proposed SCM limits will have a severe impact on the agencies’ approved coatings.

Response:  The commenter is referred to the response to comment #17-1.

20-4. Comment:  To provide adequate time for the recommendation and testing of compliant
low-VOC coatings, the agencies recommend an EPSC category with a limit of 340 g/l
until 2006.

Response:  The commenter is referred to the response to comment #17-1.

20-5. Comment:  Once the proposed SCM IM limits go into effect, the agencies will not be
able to patch and repair previously painted structures with high VOC paint.  As a result,
may have to strip the structure and repaint resulting in higher VOC emissions.

Response:  The commenter is referred to the response to comment #17-5.

20-6. Comment:  The proposed EPSC category and modified VOC content limit would help
alleviate this concern.

Response:  The commenter is referred to the response to comment #17-1.

20-7. Comment:  Attachment 2 – Critical Application Usage Information – structural steel
bridges.
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Response:  Comment noted.

20-8. Comment:  Attachment 2 – Critical Application Usage Information – structural steel
bridges.

Response:  Comment noted.

20-9. Comment:  Attachment 2 – Critical Application Usage Information – exterior structures
holding, conveying potable water.

Response:  Comment noted.

20-10. Comment:  Attachment 2 – Critical Application Usage Information – structures that come
into contact with potable water.

Response:  Comment noted.

20-11. Comment:  Attachment 2 – Critical Application Usage Information - structures that come
into contact with chemicals designed to treat potable water.

Response:  Comment noted.

20-12. Comment:  Attachment 2 – Critical Application Usage Information – electric power
conveyance systems.

Response:  Comment noted.

20-13. Comment:  Attachment 2 – Critical Application Usage Information – generating stations’
equipment.

Response:  Comment noted.
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COMMENT LETTER #21
Department of Water Resources

July 13, 1999

21-1. Comment:  The SCM should incorporate an essential public services category, as in
SCAQMD Rule 1113.

Response:  The commenter is referred to the response to comment #17-1.
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COMMENT LETTER #22
Southern California Association of Governments

June 25, 1999

22-1. Comment:  The Notice of Preparation of the Draft Program EIR for the SCM is not
regionally significant per Areawide Clearinghouse criteria.  Therefore, the project does
not warrant clearinghouse comments at this time.  A description of the project will be
published in the July 1, 1999, Intergovernmental Review Report for public review and
comment.

Response.  Comment noted.
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Public Workshop Comments

The following summarizes the CEQA-related comments received by the ARB at public
workshops for the proposed SCM.  The comments have been grouped by environmental topic.
Responses to each comment are also included.

June 3, 1999
Water Resources Impacts

Comment #1:  The use of waterborne technology to comply with the proposed SCM will
result in coating equipment being cleaned up with water.  The water use could result in
water demand impacts.  The disposal of waste material could also result in water quality
impacts.

Response #1:  The Draft Program EIR comprehensively analyzes the potential water
demand impacts associated with the implementation of the proposed SCM.  The analysis
reveals that water demand impacts are negligible and insignificant.  The commenter is
referred to the Water Demand section of Chapter IV in the Draft Program EIR and the
response to comment #2-14.

Additionally, the Draft Program EIR comprehensively analyzes the potential water quality
impacts associated with the implementation of the proposed SCM.  The analysis reveals that
water quality impacts are negligible and insignificant.  The commenter is referred to the
Water Quality section of Chapter IV in the Draft Program EIR and the response to comment
#2-15.

July 1, 1999 (CEQA Scoping Meeting)

Schedule of the Draft Program EIR

Comment #1:  The proposed SCM is moving too fast.  The Draft Program EIR will not
adequately address the environmental impacts associated with the proposed SCM based on
the current schedule.

Response #1:  The commenter is referred to the response to comment #2-1.

Reactivity

Comment #1:  The Draft Program EIR must analyze the reactivity characteristics of each
airshed to determine if the proposed SCM will result in negative reactivity problems.

Response #1:  The commenter is referred to the responses to comments #1-1 through #1-8,
the Air Quality existing setting section of Chapter III, and the More Reactivity section of
Chapter IV in the Draft Program EIR.
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Alternatives

Comment #1: The Draft Program EIR should consider an alternative where the VOC content
and compliance deadlines of coatings vary.

Response #1:  The Extended Compliance Deadline Alternative has been included as one of
the feasible alternatives to the SCM, and is analyzed in Chapter V of the Draft Program EIR.
Also, the current version of the proposed SCM incorporates many of industry’s
recommendations regarding varying VOC content limits, is also discussed in Chapter V of
the Draft Program EIR.

September 8, 1999

Increase in VOCs as a Result of the Use of Low-VOC Compliant Coatings

Comment #1:  The 250 g/l VOC content limit for IM coatings is too low and will lead to
frequent recoating.

Response #1:  The commenter is referred to the response to comment #16-1 and the More
Frequent Recoating section of Chapter IV in the Draft Program EIR.

Hazards Impacts

Comment #1:  The use of acetone as a replacement solvent will increase hazards impacts
(e.g., flammability issues).

Response #1:  The potential hazards impacts associated with the use of acetone as a
replacement solvent have been extensively analyzed in the Hazards section of Chapter IV in
the Draft Program EIR.


